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LONDON, DECEMBER 16, 1882. 








CURRENT TOPICS. 





Ir 1s UNDERSTOOD that Mr. Justice Kay will be absent from 
his court on circuit duty during the ensuing winter assizes. It 
may probably be presumed that, following the precedent of last 
year in the case of Mr. Justice Crrrry’s absence at the winter 
assizes, an order will be made transferring to Mr. Justice 
Pzarson the causes before Mr. Justice Kay for all purposes 
during his absence on circuit. 





THE FOLLOWING is a list of the new Queen’s Counsel, with their 
respective years of call to the bar :—Three members of the Oxford 
Cireuit—viz., Mr. James Anstrx, 1859; Mr. Freperick ALBERT 
BosanqueT, 1863; Mr. Ropert THresaie Rerp, M.P., 1871. 
Two members of the South-Eastern Circuit—viz., Mr. Hueu 
Cow1k, 1862, and Mr. Rospert Joun Bron, 1854. One member 
of the Midland Circuit, Mr. Jonn Stratrorp Dvucpatre, 1862. 
One member of the North-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Franx Locx- 
woop, 1872; and one member of the Fquity Bar, Mr. CornELius 
MARSHALL WARMINGTON, 1869. 





THE MARKING of bills of complaint in the Court of Chancery 
with the name of a particular judge, was provided for by Con- 
solidated Order 6, r. 1. Ord. 5, r. 4, of the Rules of the 
Supreme Court provides that if a writ is marked for the Chancery 
Division, the same shall be assigned to one of the judges of such 
division by marking the same with the name of such of the said 
judges as the plaintiff (subject to the power of transfer) may 
think fit. The practice, therefore, owes its origin to rules of 
court, and may be altered by rules of court. While this question 
is engaging the attention of the Rule Committee of Judges, it 
may be well to point out that it is worth while to consider 
whether any new rule relating to the marking of writs in rota- 
tion for the Chancery judges should not be extended to the mark- 
ing of petitions presented under the statutory jurisdiction of the 
court, and otherwise not in actions already attached to a particu- 
lar judge. The same system of balloting might be applied to 
this case as to the case of the marking of writs. 





ONE oF THE most conspicuous figures at the French bar has 
just passed away. Maitre Lacnavp occupied a position not 
very unlike that of ScaRLErtT at our own bar, but with reference 
to a different class of cases. He began his career in the criminal 
courts, and it was in them that he achieved his greatest successes 
of later life. Originally a country avocat, he was brought into notice 
by a curious chance. The defendant in a cause celébre, Madame 
Lararar, happened to have heard Lacuavp defending a prisoner, 
and was so struck with his ability that she at once engaged him 


likely to be caused by the removal of the City sittings to the 
Royal Courts of Justice. The classes in question do not seem to 
share in these apprehensions. Notwithstanding all the publicity 
which has been given to the question, and the paragraphs in. the 
papers announcing that the Corporation desired to ascertain the 
views of the “leading banking, mercantile, insurance, and other 
firms in the City,” it is stated that only twelve citizens could Le 
induced to put in an appearance a quarter of an hour after the hour 
fixed for the commencement of the recent meeting. At the time of 
voting there were but fifteen citizens present, and a resolution 
in favour of the removal of the sittings was carried by a majority 
of nine. If the citizen does not care to walk to Guildhall to 
remonstrate against the proposed removal, it is clear that he has 
ao strong opinion against it. Mr. Bartiert, indeed, admitted that 
‘the majority of opinions in writing received” were “ certainly 
in favour of the removal.” Considering the very small majority 
by which the resolution of the City solicitors was passed, and 
the utter indifference of the mercantile world to the question, we 
should hope that the Law and City Courts Committee of the 
Corporation will see their way, at all events, to recommending the 
removal of the City sittings to the Royal Courts for a year in the 
first instance. We print elsewhere an admirable letter which Mr. 
Hottams has addressed to the Times, and which puts the 
advantages of the proposed removal in the clearest possible light. 





CoNSIDERABL® ATTENTION has recently been directed to the 
inadequate provisions alleged to exist for the extinction of fire in 
the metropolis, and it has been suggested that the Legislature 
should be applied to for more extensive powers. Ona perusal of 


wé cannot bu Ole question 1s one of money, and 
that ample statutory powers already exist. It is provided by 
section 4 of that Act that “the duty of extinguishing fires, and 
protecting life and property in case of fire, shall, within the 
metropolis, be deemed to be intrusted to the Metropolitan Board 
of Works; and with a view to the performance of that duty it 
shall be lawful for them to provide and maintain an efficient 
force of firemen, and to furnish them with ali such fire engines, 
horses, accoutrements, tools, and implements as may be necessary 
for the complete equipment of the foree, or conducive to the 
efficient performance of their duties.” The Act also (section 8) 
enables the Board to pay such salaries as they think expedient to 
the fire brigade, and to make such regulations as they think fit as 
to compensation to them in case of accident, or to their wives and 
families in case of their death. There is a special provision 
(section 18) that the Commissioners of her Majesty’s Treasury 
shall_pay—or—eause to bé paid tothe “Board, by way of 
contrjbution to the mses of maintaining the fire brisade, 
sfich sums as Parliament may me to tinie grant for 


that purpose, not exceeding in any one year the sum of 
ten_thousand pounds, Dut” we cannot find fi the A ppro- 








to conduct her case. The ability and eloquence with which he 
defended his client secured him a widespread reputation, and in 
1844 he removed to Paris. Here he gradually obtained a leading 
position, especially in the Cour d’assizes. He had an almost | 
unrivalled power of exciting the sympathy and influencing the | 
decisions of those whom he addressed. He conducted his cases | 
with perfect skill and matchless eloquence, and it is not surprising | 
that every prisoner was anxious to obtain his services. He was 
very popular with his brethren, and was elected in 1858 a member | 
of the Council of Avocats. He had long been ill, but we believe | 
that his death was unexpected. 





pfiation Acts any trace of such contributions being granted by 


Parliament. There are also contributions payable by every 
insurance company that insures any property in the 


metropolis to the amount of £35 for every milhon of property 
itisured (section 13), and we presume that these are got in. The 
Metropolitan Board of Works Money Acts of 1880, 1881, and 
1882, will be found to have authori the borrowing of various 
sums annually towards the purposes of the Fire Brigade Act, the 
amount authorized by the Act of 1881, as amended by the Act of 
1882, s. 4, being £35,000. These more modern loan statutes do 
not touch the powers of levying a rate. Such powers seem to be 
sufficiently given by the Loans Act of 1869, 32 & 33 Viet. e. 102, 


A Goon DEAL was said, at the recent meeting of City solicitors, | s. 22, which appears to authorize a rate of one halfpenny in the 
_ about the inconvenience to City jurymen, witnesses, and suitors 


pound “on the gross value of the property assessed in the metro- 
7 
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polis to the metropolitan consolidated rate.” Up to the amount 
of such rate (but not further) we have little doubt that, in event 
of the force of firemen being at any time inefficient, a mandamus 
would lie to the Board of Works to make it efficient, though it is 
hardly necessary to observe that the issue of a mandamus is dis- 
cretionary with the court, and that the court would require a 
strong case of inefficiency to justify its interference with so 
delicate a matter. 





AN IMPORTANT QUESTION on the construction of sections 4 
and 14 of the Licensing Act, 1828, under which licences are 
“transferred,” is, it appears, shortly to be taken before 
Quarter Sessions on appeat~from the Bristol Police Court. 
From the facts, which we stated fully last week (ante, p. 89), it 
seems that the questions are—(1) Whether justices have juris- 
diction to ranks licence to a person who will occupy the 
license as a servant, not as 4 tenant ; and (2), whether 
tliey have a discretion, or are bcund in law to transfer to the 
nominee of the transferor. Sections 4 and T4aré by no means 
clear at first sight.” Section 4 enacts that “ it shall be lawful for 
the justices in petty sessions, in the cases and in the manner and 
for the time hereinafter directed, to license such persons intending 
to keep inns theretofore kept by other persons being about to 
remove from such inns as they, the said justices, shall, in the 
execution of the powers herein contained, and in the exercise of 
their discretion, deem fit and proper persons, under the provisions 
hereinafter enacted, to be licensed. .’ The expression, 
** intending to keep,” is rather a loose one, but we do not think 
that a servant could be said not to be included therein; and on 
the question of jurisdiction, we have little or no doubt that the 
justices may transfer the licence to any person who proposes to 
live in the licensed house. With regard to beerhouses, no doubt 
it is provided, by 3 & 4 Vict. ec. 61, s. 1, that no licence to sell 
beer under the Beer Acts shall be granted to any person “ who shall 
not be the real resident holder and occupier of the dwelling-house 
in which he shall apply to be licensed.” These words, especially 
the word “holder,” would, we think, exclude the case of a 
servant; but even this is not quite free from doubt. The ques- 
tion of discretion appears to be concluded by such express words 
of section 4 as “in the exercise of their discretion,” and “ deem 
fit and proper.” We think, however, that the discretion is 
strictly one as to persons, and that justices would not have 
jurisdiction to refuse to transfer on the ground that there were 
already too many licensed houses in a district, and so indirectly 
act as if they were granting new licences, in considering applica- 
tions for which they are bound to consider evidence as to the 
number of existing houses (Reg. v. Lancashire Justices, L. R. 6 
Q. B. 93). It is necessary, however, to consider the effect of 
section 14. This very long and involved section appears to 
contain an attempt to give a list of the ‘‘cases” referred 
to im section 4, but, singularly enough, it omits, in its 
operative part, to mention the case of a transfer inter 
vivos, and yet at the same time it authorizes a transfer only 
in the cases mentioned therein. We are forced to the conclusion, 
therefore, that for the transfer inter vivos, section 4 is the only 
one to be resorted to, and this conclusion is rather an unfortunate 
one for intending transferees; for section 14 contains no words 
conferring a discretion, but merely enacts that “it shall be law- 
ful” to justices to make the transfer—which words, it might be 
argued, make a transfer obligatory. There is very little authority 
on the point, exeept that in the unsatisfactory case of Reg. y. 
Rowell (L. R. 7 Q. B. at p. 492), Bracxnurn, J., said, “ As far 
as we can see, without having the assistance of counsel for the 
appellant, there is nothing whatever in the Act to make it obliga- 
tory on the justices at special sessions to grant a licence.”’ We 
observe that in this case the quarter sessions dismissed an appeal 
from a refusal to transfer, but found as a fact that the appellant 
was a fit and P ag person. They based the dismissal on the 
ground that matter was for justices in special sessions to 
determine. This we fail to understand, Upon our reading of the 
Licensing Acts justices in special sessions have an absolute dis- 
erection exther to grant or refuse a transfer, but justices at quarter 
sesmons have an equally absolute disctetion to overrule them on 
either point. 





WE HAVE MORE THAN ONCE observed upon the probability of 
unexpected amendments of the law being discovered in the con- 
solidating Municipal Corporations Act, which comes into operation 
on the Ist of January next, and, in reviewing the Act (26 Soxtcit- 
ors’ JovRNAL, 770) we attempted to give a list of the principal alte- 
rations effected. We have now to call attention to an amendment 
which had previously escaped our notice, and which, in one con- 
struction of the Act, will very materially diminish the labours of 
the recorders in the matter of rating appeals. As is well known, 
by a practice dating from 17 Geo. 2, ¢. 38, the county justices 
have had no jurisdiction to hear rating appeals, except in boroughs 
where the borough justices are few in number (the number was 
originally four by 17 Geo. 2, c. 38, but this was increased to six 
by 1 Geo. 4, e: 86). The appeal was by 17 Geo. 2, c. 38, to the 
borough justices. The appellate jurisdiction of the borough 
justices was transferred to the recorder by the Municipal Corpora- 
tion Act, 1835, but it was provided by section 8 of the Municipal 
Corporation Act, 1836 (6 & 7 Will. 4, e. 105), that no recorder 
should, by virtue of his office, have power to allow, apportion, 
make, or levy, or do any act whatsoever with relation to the 
allowance, apportionment, making, or levying of any rate whatso- 
ever.’ In practice these words were construed as not having 
relation to rating appeals, and hundreds of such appeals have been 
heard and determined by recorders since 1835—whether with or 
without jurisdiction it is not material to inquire. The 165th 
section of the Act of 1882 appears, at first sight, to be merely a 
consolidation of section 8 of the Act of 1836, with the other 
sections in pari materia of the Act of 1835, enacting, as did the 
Act of 1835, that the recorder shall sit as sole judge, and shall 
have “cognizance of all crimes, offences, and matters cognizable 
by courts of quarter sessions for counties in England,” and so 
forth. But, when we come to the exceptions, we find that they 
are repeated with an important variance. The words are :— 

‘Bat the reeorder s‘all nit, by virtue of his office, have power 

“ (a.) To allow, apportion, mike, or levy any borough rate ; 

“(b.) Subject to the provisions of this Act respecting appeals from a rate, 

to do any actin relation to the allowance, apportionment, making, or levying 
of any rate whatsoever.” 
Now, the only provisions of the Act respecting appeals from a 
rate are those contained in section 143, sub-sections 9—11, which 
section and sub-sections relate only to a particular kind of appeal 
—namely, to the appeal by the overseers of a parish against a 
borough rate. Does the rule expressio unius exclusio alterius 
apply, and are all other rating appeals excluded? We reluct- 
antly come to the conclusion that the rule applies. It must 
be pointed out that, if our construction be the correct one, 
the effect will be, not to let in an appellate jurisdiction of the 
county justices in substitution for the abolished jurisdiction of the 
recorder, but to take away the right of appeal altogether, except 
in the excepted case, and except in the few cases where there are 
only six borough justices, in which there will be an appeal to 
county quarter sessions by virtue of 17 Geo. 2, c. 38, a8 amended 
by 1 Geo, 4, ¢. 86. 





We recret to observe that in Bishop Auckland Local Board 
v. Bishop Auckland Iron Company, decided on Saturday last, a 
divisional court (Fizup and Sreruen, JJ.) was divided on 
the important question whether a nuisance, to be within the 
Public Health Act, 1875, must be actually injurious to health. 
The question arose on section 114 of the Act, which enacts that 
“ where any candle-house, melting-house, , . . or any. . . manu- 
facture causing effluvia, is certified to any urban authority by their 
medical officer of health, or by any two legally qualified medical 
practitioners, or by any ten inhabitants of the district of such 
urban authority, to be a nuisance or injurious to the health of ey 
of the inhabitants of the district, such urban authority shall 
direct complaint to be made before a justice, who may summon ” 
the person offending, &c. Friexn, J., held that the nuisance 
must be injurious to health for this section to be brought into 

ation, while Sreruen, J., was of the contrary opinion, The 
matter being criminal, there is no appeal, and the law upon this 
and many other 6 questions of domestic comfort must be 
considered unsettled. Independently of authority we should have 
no hesitation in saying that Srernen, J., was right and Fie.p, J, 





SE ee ee ee ne ney eee een 


ee 


sa sO «2 


SWS RPHLE se 2escsa Ps sz eosoeewso ere gee tt pew eee 





as 


m, 


ith 
er 


all 
ble 


ey 


rte, 
ing 


1a 
ich 
eal 


LUS 
ict- 
ust 
ne, 
the 
the 
ept 
are 
| to 
led 


ard 
t, a 


the 
ith. 
hat 
nu- 
heir 
ical 
uch 


hall 
mn”? 


nce 
into 
The 
this 
t be 
ave 


’ Jy 





Were resident at the date of the indenture, and that to require an 


Dec. 16, 1882. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL; 97° 








wrong. But Great Western Railway Company v. Bishop (L. R. 7 
Q. B. 550) is,no doubt, at first sight at least, a very serious authority 
in favour of those who create nuisances. It was there held, under 
the declaration in section 8 of the Nuisances Removal Act, 1855 
(18 & 19 Vict. c. 121), that the word “ nuisance” should include 
“any premises in such a state as to be a nuisance or injurious to 
health,” that only nuisances injurious to health were included, 
and that there was no remedy under the Act fora nuisance caused 
by the continual dropping of water through a railway on to a 
public highway. And this case was followed as applicable to a 
case under section 91 of the Public Health Act, with some 
qualification, by Steruen, J., in Malton Local Board vy. Malton 
Manure Company (I.. R. 4 Ex. D. 302). We may, however, 
suggest some doubt whether the Public Health Act, which is an 
Act of far wider scope than the Nuisances Removal Act, ought 
to have received the same limited construction. On the narrow 
point as tc what “ or ” means, we are quite unable to concur with 
the reasoning of the Court of Queen’s Bench in Great Western 
Railway Company v. Bishop, that “ or” ought to be read as “ and,’’ 
on the ground that otherwise “a very large number of nuisances”’ 
would come within the purview of the Act. Why should not the Act 
have been intended to give a summary remedy for all common law 
nuisances ? Or, rather, why should an artificial construction be 
resorted to in order to prevent its having such application? Then, 
again, the medical practitioners, under section 114, judge by their 
scientific knowledge no doubt, but the ten ratepayers were surely 
intended to judge by their noses alone. As to the policy of a 
liberal construction of the statute, we cannot do better than tran- 
scribe a few words from the judgment of Cocxzurn, C.J., in 
Great Western Railway Company v. Bishop :—* I think,” said 
the late Lord Chief Justice, “that this conviction cannot be up- 
held, and I regret it, for I think that it would be very convenient 
and very useful that there should be a summary jurisdiction 
in such a case. _ I cannot but think that it” [the nuisance 
complained of] “ amounts to a very serious annoyance and in- 
convenience to persons who have to pass under the bridge, and 
that that annoyance and inconvenience is one which they ought 
not to be subject to.”’ 





THe ELEMENT of uncertainty—so agreeable to the advocate— 
which attaches to the creation of judge-made law, can present but 
few attractions to suitors themselves. A striking instance of such 
uncertainty has been afforded by two cases relating to the law of 
apprenticeship, both contained in this year’s reports. In an 
apprenticeship deed--Royce v. Charlton (30 W. R. 2, L. R. 8 
Q. B. D. 1)—it was stipulated that the apprentice should be pro- 
vided by his mother with food, lodging, and other necessaries, but 
the deed contained no stipulation as to the place where the con- 
tract was to be performed. When the contract was entered into 
the master carried on business at Mansfield, but on his sub- 
sequently giving up his business there, his apprentice brought an 
action against him for breach of contract. The defendant had 

a business at Leicester, and expressed himself willing to carry 
out his agreement there, but to this the plaintiff would not consent. 
The case came on appeal from the justices before GRovEand Bowen, 
JJ., and they held that, as there was no express stipulation in the 
deed relating to the place where the contract was to be performed, 
the offer of the defendant master was a sufficient compliance with 
the terms of the contract. Curiously enough a similar case 
has just occurred, Haton vy. Western (L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 636), 
where a like stipulation was made between the master and the 
mother of the apprentice, as to food and lodging, and upon the 
master ceasing to carry on business in London, where the contract 
was made, he required his apprentice to remove to Derby, where 
the firm also did business, e apprentice refused, and brought 
his action. The case was taken to the Court of Appeal, and the 
court (Jesser, M.R,, Sir J. Hannan, and Linptey, L.J.) unani- 
nously held that, where a parent of an apprentice agrees to 
provide food, lodging, and other necessaries, and the deed of 

prenticeship contains no express stipulation relating to the 
pi where the contract is to be performed, there is an 
plied stipulation that the contract is to be performed at the 


place whe 


the btisiness is carried on, and where the parties 





apprentice to remove to another place is an unreasonable demand. 
The only case eited at all in point was Coventry v. Windal 
(1 Brownl. 67), where it was held that an apprentice to a surgeon 
was not bound to go with him to the West Indies, but might be 
required to go with him to any part of England; but that case 
was distinguished from the present one by the fact that in that 
ease the apprentice was an inmate of the surgeon’s family. 








THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN REFER- 
ENCES UNDER SECTIONS 56 AND 57 
OF THE JUDICATURE ACT. 


THE provisions of the Judicature Act, 1873, sections 56 and 57, 
with regard to references to referees, whether official or special, 
have, since their enactment, given rise to no little difficulty and 
confusion, but now the law on the subject appears to have 
developed into a state of greater clearness. At first the true dis- 
tinction between references under section 56 and those under 
section 57 seems to hare been hardly appreciated, or, at any rate, 
not always borne in mind. The cases of Longman v. East, Pontifex 
v. Severn, and Mellin y. Monico (L. R. 3 C. P. D. 142) gave rise, 
however, to a discussion of those sections in which this distinction 
was more accurately drawn. In cases under the 56th section a 
question in the cause or matter is referred for inquiry and report, 
not for trial. In cases under the 57th section a question or ques- 
tions, or issue or issues of fact, or account in the cause may be 
referred for tria?. It should be cbserved that, by section 58, it is 
only the report of any referee on any question of fact on any such 
trial that is, unless set ‘aside by the court, to be equivalent to 2 
verdict of a jury. It would appear, therefore, that this provision 
only applies to references under the 57th section, and that in 
cases of such references the referee must be regarded for all pur- 
poses as simply substituted for a jury. 

The difference between the two modes of reference, as 
to the form and effect of the report of the official referee, 
is very great, and it may be useful to illustrate this by 
reference to some of the decisions on the subject. In the 
Dunkirk Colliery Company v. Lever (L. R. 9 Ch. D. 20), 
it seems a little doubtful, from the statement of facts in the 
report, under which of the two sections the reference was 
ordered ; as we have already said, there appears, so far as can 
be judged from the reports of the earlier cases, to have been at 
first a tendency to lump the two sections together without 
accurately distinguishing the scope of them respectively. But 
it would rather seem that the reference must be taken to have 
been under the 56th section. The case was one in the Chancery 
Division, and there does not seem to have been any suggestion that 
the intention was to substitate the referee fora jury. In fact, it 
would rather seem as if the natural working of the two sections 
would be, until a more complete assimilation of practice obtains, 
that, in the Chancery Division, the provisions of section 56 should 
be employed, and, in the Queen’s Bench Division, those of section 
57. In the case we dre referring to, the Master of the Rolls, who 
seems to have been of opinion that the referee ought to state in 
his report the grounds on which his findings are based and his 
ratio ecidends being dissatisfied with the principle on which the 
referee had proceeded, varied the finding on the notes of the 
evidence laid before the referee. The Court of Appeal held that 
he had no power to do so, the section giving him power in sach 
a case to adopt the report either wholly or in part, but not to vary 
it, 

An alteration of the rules has, it may be observed, been subse- 

uently made, expressly intended, it would appear, to meet this 
decision, for the altered rule provides that the court may decide the 
question referred to any referee on the evidence taken i 
either with or without additional evidence as the court may direct : 
see ord. 36, r. 34, Rules of March, 1879. And the case of 
Burrard y. Callisher (L. R. 19 Ch. D. 644) shows the proper 
practice in the Chancery Division, when either party seeks to 
vary the referee’s report, to be as follows—viz., when farther 
consideration has been adjourned, to serve the ¢ my 
with notice of a motion to vary for the usual motion day, 
motion will then be adjourned, as a matter of course, to come on 
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with the further consideration; but when further consideration 
has not been adjourned, the proceeding to vary may be either by 
motion or summons. Questions of some difficulty, as it appears 
to us, might arise on the wording of the rule of 1879 with regard 
to its effect on references under section 57, for its terms appear 
to apply to both sections. It is clear, however, now, that under 
the 56th section the province of the referee is merely to inform 
the court by his report, in order that the court may deal with the 
question of fact referred, not to find a verdict which the court 
must treat as binding till set aside. 

A very important decision has been recently pronounced 
by the Court of Appeal with regard to a reference under 
section 57 (Miller v. Pilling, L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 736), 
which again judicially illustrates the distinction between refer- 
ences under section 56 and those under section 57, showing that, 
in the reference under the latter section, the referee being sub- 
stituted for a jury, the effect of his report is different from that 
of a report under section 56. The question there decided in the 
negative was whether a referee, under section 57, was bound to 
give reasons for his findings. It was held that he need only 
find the affirmative or negative of the issues, and that the issues 
could not be sent back to him for re-trial or further consideration 
merely on the ground that his report did not set out the reasons 
for his findings. Brett, LJ., in giving judgment, says, “ When 
any matter is sent to an official referee, under section 56, he is to 
return a report, which may be wholly or partially adopted by the 
court; but, under section 57, the questions to be sent to the 
referee are not such as may only partially determine the matters 
in dispute, but the issues of fact are to be tried; that means the 
issues in the cause; the issues of fact, such as are ordinarily tried 
by a jury, are to be determined by the official referee. There- 
fore, if in an action there are issues of fact, the court may order 
them all to be tried by the official referee. He must report his 
conelusion to the court, but it is equivalent to the verdict of a 
jury. . . . Upon a proper motion, the evidence may be 
brought before the High Court, as in the case of an ordinary 
trial before a jury.” Accordingly, it was held by the Court of 
Appeal, in The Guardians of the Mansfield Union vy. Wright 
(L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 683), that the defendants were bound by the 
findings in the report of a special referee in the Court of Appeal, 
there having been no motion to set it aside. It is obvious that a 
ease in which the referee is to try the issue is, in its nature, quite 
different from a case in which he is merely to report for the 
information of the court. In the latter case, it may be essential 
that he should state the reasons for his conclusions, for the court 
have to determine the facts. In the former case, the court is 
primé facie bound by his decision, unless it can be set aside as 
against evidence. 

A question might possibly arise, though we are not aware that 
since the alteration of rule 34, above alluded to, such question 
has ever received any authoritative decision—viz., as to the time 
within which such a motion as that alluded to by Brett, L.J., 
to set aside the finding of a referee under section 57, must be 
made. It might be argued that the report being equivalent to the 
finding of a jury, the motion must be within the time limited b 
the ice with regard to motions for new trials; but there is 
obviously much difficulty in applying the same practice, the 
terms of the rule of March, 1879, on the subject of new trials 
not being appropriate to the circumstances of a trial before a 
referee. The convenient course would seem to be that the question 
of setting aside the findings of the referee should be discussed on 
the motion for judgment on the yam upon notice of motion 
given to the opposite party to that effect, by analogy to the equity 
practice in Burrard vy. Callisher. But in Burrard y. Callisher 
the reference was under section 56, and the provision enabling the 
court to vary the report clearly applied, and it was that provision 
which was sought to be applied, case was not one in which 
the report was equivalent to the finding of a jury and the 
application was to set that finding aside. We believe such a 
course 28 we mention bas been adopted in cases of references 
under section 57 in the Queen’s Bench Division; but, #o far as 
we know, there is no report of a decision authoritatively settling 
pest ym in this respect. When new rules are being settled, it 
w or desirable that they should expressly provide for this 
tnatter. 





THE JUDICIAL STATISTICS. 


Cuancery Division. 

Art the commencement of the year ending on the last day of October, 
1881, there were in the Chancery Division 673 causes ready for hearing ; 
during the year 3,376 were set down and 2,404 causes were heard ; 757 
were otherwise disposed of, and 838 were left as remanets at the end of 
the year. From the return of orders made during the year, it appears 
that 64 orders were made on petitions for unopposed transfers, 248 on 
petitions under the Companies Acts, 1862 and 1867 ; 1,852 on other peti- 
tions, 2,529 on motion, 13,811 on summons at chambers, 335 on summons 
adjourned into court, and 109 on petitions or motions of course, making 
a total of 15,948 orders, as against 19,117. in the previous year, ora 
decrease of 169. During the year the aggregate number of days on 
which the courts sat was 816, including 22 in vacation, as against a 
total of 918 in the previous year. In addition to these days of sitting 
the Master of the Rolls sat 59 days in the Court of Appeal, 
Vice-Chancellor Bacon 29 days as Chief Judge in Bankruptcy, Mr. 
Justice Fry sat 32 days on circuit and 2 days in court to hear 
circuit cases and 4 days in the House of Lords, and Mr. Justice Kny 
sat 63 days on circuit. There were 319 causes transferred from the 
several judges to other judges of the Chancery Division. There 
were 519 references to the conveyancing counsel, as against 529 in the 
previous year, and 113 to the official referees, as against 106 in 1879-80, 
The number of decrees, orders, and judgments drawn up in the 
registrars’ cffice was 20,400, and the fees taken thereon and on setting 
down causes, appeals, &c., was £13,562 163. In the previous year the 
orders numbered 20,370, and the fees amounted to £13,806 Ys. 


CHANCERY CHAMBERS. 


In the chambers of the four chancery judges of first instance having 
chief clerks, 40,347 summonses were issued, including 945 originating 
proceedings; 16,334 orders were made of the class drawn up by the 
registrars, and 10,357 of the class drawn at chambers. The number of 
orders brought into chambers for prosecution was 3,361, besides 126 for 
winding up companies. The number of debts adjudicated upon was 
16,598, of an aggregate amount of £2,889,105. The number of receivers’ 
and other accounts passed was 3,464, showing receipts £15,556,413, and 
disbursements £12,526,011. Estates to the number of 1,010 were sold 
by the court, and realized an aggregate sum of £2,876,516, and 118 
estates were purchased under orders of the court. At the date of the 
return there were 6,551 orders in chambers under which accounts aud 
inquiries were pending, besides 1,132 companies being wound up whose 
affairs had not been closed. The amouni collected in chambers by means 
of stamps was £17,953, as against £19,634 in the previous year. 


Centra Orrice. 


There were 5,409 writs of summons for the commencement of actions in 
the year ending the 31st of October, 1881, and there were, in addition to 
this, 816 actions commenced by summons ; there was also 1 petition of 
right, 8 schemes for railway arrangement, and 61 actions transferred 
from district registries. The appearances entered numbered 11,236, and 
285 write of execution were issued. The writs issued for the Probate 
Division from the Central Office numbered 214, and there were 488 
appearances entered ; the writs iesued in admiralty cases numbered 332, 
and the appearances 450, The return of proceedings in the filing and 
record department of the Central Office show that, during the year, 635 
write and notices of distringas on stock were filed, 526 depositions, 3,907 
certificates of chief clerks in chancery, 3,907 certificates of taxing masters 
in chancery, and 7,243 certificates of the Chancery Paymaster; 62 reports 


Y | of official, and 14 of special, referees were filed, 2,073 petitions, 4,766 


pleadings, 156 special cases, 11,044 Queen’s Bench orders, and 35,224 
copies of printed chancery orders were received, and 139,099 affidavits 
were filed, 
Examiners, 
A return furnished by the examiners shows that 163 witnesses were 
examined, as compared with 196 in the previous year, and that the fees 
collected by means of stamps amounted to £269, as against £246. 


Securrany or tue Rows, 

The number of petitions set down for hearing before the four judges of 
the Chancery Division who hear petitions was 2,125, being 102 more than 
in 1879-80; there were, moreover, 4,620 petitions of course, ‘I'he 
total amount of fees collected in the office of the Secretary of the Rolls 
was £3,000 14s, 4d., as against £2,906 16s, 8d. in the previous year. 


Onanceny Taxtno Masrens, 

The number of orders and references for taxation in 1890-81 was 
5,481, on which references 10,167 bills were taxed, and 4,737 certificates 
or allocaturs made ; these figures show an increase over those of the 
previous year of 541 in the number of references, 462 in the numbot 
of bills taxed, and 815 in the number of certificates and allocaturs made, 


bat the fees of taxation, which amounted to £36,573, show a decrease of 
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£213, and the total amount of bills, which was £1,293,357, shows a de- 
crease of £34,700. | 


Masters 1n Lunacy. 


There were 114 orders of inquiry in commission of lunacy executed by 
the masters, and 311 reports made tothe Lord Chancellor. The amount 
of cash paid into court on behalf of lunatics’ estates was £391,079, and 
the amount of stock transferred out was £56,705. 


RecistrRaR In Lunacy. 


The returns furnished by the registrar in lunacy show that there were 
234 petitions presented for hearing, besides 182 for orders for inquiry under 
the Lunacy Regulation Act, 1862; 117 orders for inquiry were made, 
besides 526 other orders and masters’ fiats ; 694 certificates of masters in 
lunacy were filed. The amount of cash directed to be paid inte court 
was £90,070, and the stock directed to be transferred into court was 
£227,449, while, during the year, £902,351 stock and £38,579 cash 
were directed to be transferred and paid out of court. 


Cuancery Paymaster. 


The return furnished by the Assistant Paymaster- General for chancery 
business of the proceedings in the office for the year ending the 3lst of 
August, 1881, shows that during this period £11,906,161 cash was paid 
into court, and £11,676,538 paid out ; that the total number of cheques 
drawn was 59,164, and that the accounts numbered 35,954. The fees 
collected by stamps amounted to £1,193. All these figures show a large 
increase over those of the previous year. On the Ist of June, 1881, the 
amount of stock and securities in court showed a nominal value of 
£69,939,628, and the cash was £5,463,638, showing roughly an aggregate 
of £75,403,266. Although this date is only nine months after that of 
the last previous return, if shows an increase during that period of 
suitors’ funds amounting to £294,430. 


CuaNncery or THE County PaLatine or LANCASTER. 


The number of suits and matters originated in the Chancery Court of 
the County Palatine of Lancaster in the year ending the 31st of October, 
1881, was 631, as against 557 in the previous year. Of this number 
457 were originated by writ, 3,669 administration summonses, and 138 
by special case, petition, or other summons. Decrees and orders on 
original hearing were made in 252 cases, and on further consideration in 
93. There were also 62 orders made on petition, 336 on motion, and 
1,498 on motions of course. There was transferred and paid into court 
£35,205 stock, and £332,041 cash, and out of court, £47,797 stock, and 
£371,639 cash. The fees received amounted to £11,532. 


Crown Orrics, Qugen’s Bencu. 


The return made by the Queen’s Coroner and Attorney and Master of 
the Crown Office for the year ending the 31st of October, 1881, show 
that 5 persons and 1 railway company were during the year con- 
victed of misdemeanour. There were 40 applications for mandamus, of 
which 15 were made absolute; 134 for habeas corpus, and 54 writs were 
gratited ; 15 writs of certiorari were issued, and 2 of prohibition; and 
that 17 orders of sessions were removed into the Queen’s Bench. The 
total amount of fees received for business done in the Crown Office was 
£1,096 18s. 

Quegn's Bencu Division, 


The masters’ return shows that 55,763 writs of summons were issued, 
as against 53,333 in the previous year, and that 196 actions were trans- 
ferred from district registries ; 31,673 appearances were entered, 24,622 
judgments made, and 16,694 executions issued thereon. References to 
the masters were made iu 540 cases. Of matters heard, we find there 
were 506 motions for new trials, 666 other motions, 35 special cases, and 
43 demurrers, The total amount of fees was £105,991 3s. 3d., as 
against £84,188 Js. 1ld. in the previous year. The number of bills of 
costs taxed in the Queen’s Bench Division in 1881], exclusive of bills 
tuxed under the statute, was 13,683. 


ParuraMentary Exscrions Acr, 


One election petition was presented and the election declared void. The 
total costs, as per bills delivered in reference to petitions presented since 
the general election in 1880, was £42,544, of which £26,192 83, 9d. was 
taxed off, and the amount allowed, including fees of taxation, was 
£16,351 lls, 3d. In the previous year there were 41 election petitions 
presented, on which 16 elections were declared void, 9 declared valid, 15 
petitions were withdrawn, and 1 remained to be tried, 


Assooratss’ Daranruent, 


There were 1,013 causes for trial at London and Westminster made 
temanets from the yoar previous to that for which the return is made, 
2,211 causes wero entered fur trial at London and Westminster, and 
1,273 at Nisi Prius, At Nisi Prius 846 trials took place, 15 others 
Were made remanets, and 412 were otherwise disposed of. Of the cases 
to be tried at London and Westminster, 1,035 were defended and 119 
wndefended, 643 wore made remanels, 1,105 were withdrawn or struck 
out, and 312 were otherwise disposed of. Judgments to the number of 


24,622 were entered up in the offices of the Queen’s Bench Division. 
In the 2,427 causes tried at London and Westminster and at Nisi Prius 
the verdict was for the plaintiff in 1,302 instances, and in 16 it was for 
the plaintiff subject to a special case, and in 120 for the plaintiff by 
consent. In 471 cases the verdict was for the defendant, in 66 the jury 
were discharged without delivering a verdict, in 97 a juror was qwith- 
drawn, in 49 there was a nonsuit, 28 were reserved for further con- 
sideration, and 32 actions were dismissed, while 246 remained or were 
struck out. The 16,694 writs of execution issued comprised 15,167 
writs of fiert facias, 429 of possession, and 1,098 of elegit. In respect 
of the 506 motions for a new trial, we find that 95 rules were refused, 
and 212 rules nisi granted, 89 were made absolute, and 110 discharged. 


Jupezs’ CHAMBERS. 


The return from judges’ chambers shows that there were 61,462 sum- 
monses issued, and 57,608 orders made. 


OrrictaL RereRegs. 


Of the 161 cases, including remanets, which were before the official 
referees at the commencement of the year, 72 defended and 5 undefended 
cases were closed, 37 were part heard, 20 were withdrawn, and 3 stood 
over by order of the court, while the remaining 24 had not been entered 
upon, and were, therefore, remanets. 


District ReerstTeies. 


The number of summonses issued out of the district registries was 
32,373, being 296 more than in the previous year; 242 actions com- 
menced in district registries were transferred to London ; 11,292 judg- 
ments were pronounced, 6,830 executions issued, and 12,640 applications 
made in chambers ; 268 causes were remitted’ to county -courts, and 
175 referred. The amount of fees received in the registries was £25,488, 
being £262 more than in the previous year. : 


Revenve Business, Queen’s Bencu Drviston. - 


A return furnished by the Queen’s Remembrancer shows that on th 
Revenue side of the court there were 6 causes by English ‘information 
and exceptions to answers, and 8 cases on appeal as to income tax, 
inhabited house duties, and stamp duties; besides 10 motions heard, 19 
decrees and orders, and 55 orders for attachment, and 3 ordezs in Revenue 
cases made by the Court of Appeal drawn up. The trial of the Pyx 
was bya jury of goldsmiths, presided over by the Queen’s Remembrancer, 
at Goldsmith’s Hall, and the verdict recorded in his office. 


Surrors’ Funp, Quzen’s Bencu. 

The suitors’ fund consisted, at the of the year, of 
£90,776 2s. 3d.; during the year £130,705 Lls. 3d. was paid into court, 
and £122,124 5s. 2d. was paid out, leaving a balance at the end of the 
year of £99,357 9s. 3d. 


Fes or Court, &c. 

The total receipts in all divisions of the High Court of Justice, the 
Court of Appeal, and the district registries of Manchester and Liverpool, 
in the year ending the 3lst of March, 1882, amounted to 
£495,759 17s. 10d.; in the Court of Bankruptcy to £112,718 7s. ; 
and, in the Land Registry, to £840 3s. 10d., making a grand total of 
£609,318 8s. 8d., or a decrease from the previous year of £20,793 Os. Td. 
The payments were, as regards the High Court, &c., £696,297 53. ; in the 
Court of Bankruptcy, £107,521 9s. 3d.; and in the Land Registry, 
$6,050 12s. 1ld.; making a grand total of payments of £309,869 7s. 2d., 
or £19,539 8s, 6d. less than in the previous year. 


Prosate Court. 

There were 17,101 probates and administrations granted during the 
year ending the 3ist of October, 1881, in the principal registry, 
besides 397 on the hearing of actions or on summons or motion; 
1,371 caveats were entered, 440 motions made, 172 actions brought, aad 
1,101 summonses taken out; 18 cases were tried by special jury, and 17 
by common jury, and the judge heard 70 cases without a jury. At the 
end of the year 112 actions were iu progress. During the year 53 
probates or administrations were revoked. The total amount of fees in 
court and contentious business was £1,866. The amount ander which 
effects were sworn was £76,887,435, but the amount of stamps on 
probates and administrations cannot be given this year on account of the 
recent alteration in the law. The amount of fees received by stamps in 
the principal registry was £65,767, as against $67,329 in ths previous 
year, The expenditure for the year was £46,467 for salaries; £6,047 
for registering and copying clerks; and £494 for incidental expenses ; 
making a total of £53,008, or £435 less than in the previous year, 


Prornare Disrarcr Reorsrars, 
There were 27,087 probates and administrations graated in the district 
registries, and the amount of fees received was £72,924. The amount 
of the duty is not given, The amount ander which effects were sworn 
was £50,165,873, making, with the amouat for the principal registry, 





£127,890,614, 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


RELIEF AGAINST FORFEITURE. 
(Quilter vy. Mapleson, C.A., 31 W. RB. 75, L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 672.) 

We discussed this case immediately after its decision by the Court of 
Appeal, but it is worth while to consider it again with special reference 
to the terms on which relief against the forfeiture was afforded. The 
forfeiture was for breach of a covenant to insure. It appears from the 
report in the Weexiy Rerorrer (though the imperfect statement of 
facts in the Zaw Reports omits the fact) that the plaintiff, the land- 
lord, had insured the premises in the sum required by the covenant for his 
own protection. Under these circumstances the court granted the de- 
fendant relief on terms of his (1) repaying to the landlord the premiums 
paid by him on his policy, with interest thereon, stated in the WEEKLY 
Reporter to be at four per cent; (2) paying rent up to Midsummer—i.e., 
rent not due on the hearing of the appeal; and (3) paying the costs 
both in the Court of Appeal and in the court below. 

As regards the first and the last of these conditions there ia little to be 
said. It was obviously just that the landlord should be recouped the 
money he had expended in keeping: on foot a policy in place of that 
which the tenant was bound to keep up and did not keep up. The only 
question which arises as to the first condition is, for how long a period 
will a landlord who finds that the demised premises are not insured, as 
prescribed by the covenantin the lease, be justified in insuring them for 
his own protection? Suppose he pays the premium on an insurance for 
the amount mentioned in the covenant for twelve months ; and the 
tenant next day effects an insurance covering the same period and for 
the same sum, what will be the terms on which relief will be granted 
against the forfeiture incurred by the tenant for breach of the covenant 
to keep insured ? Surely it would be unreasonable that he should have to 
repay to the landlord the whole of the twelve months’ premium and 
interest. It would seem that the landlord would have sufficiently pro- 
tected himself if he had insured for the shortest period usual, and at the 
end of that period, in case the tenant had not effected an insur- 
ance in pursuance of the covenant, renewed his insurance. The 
reports of the recent case unfortunately omit to mention the length of 
time for which the landlord insured. 

The important matter, however, to be noticed in the terms on which 
relief was afforded in the recent case is the requirement that the tenant 
should, as a condition of relief, do something not in any way connected 
with the cause of forfeiture—viz., pay up rent. ‘It has hitherto been 
understood that the terms of relief must have some reference to the 
cause of forfeiture. The words of section 14 (2) of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, are, “and, in case of relief, may grant it on such terms, if 
any, as to costs, expenses, damages, compensation, penalty, or otherwise 
» «+ « ag the court, in the circumstances of each case, thinks fit ;” 
and sub-section (8) expressly provides that “this section shall not 
affect the law relating to re-entry or forfeiture, or relief in case of non- 
payment of rent.” 








The following dates have been fixed by the judges for ho'ding the ensuing 
winter assizes, viz. :—North-Kastern Circuit (Mr. Justice Denman and Mr. 
Justice Day)—Newcastle, Thursday, January 11; Durham, Thursday, 
January 18 ; York, Thursday, January 25 ; Leeds, Wednesday, January 31. 
Oxford Circuit (Mr. Baron Huddleston and Mr. Jostics North)—Reading, 
Thorsday, January 11; Oxford, Monday, January 15 ; Worcester, Thursday, 
Janvary 18; Stafford, Wednesday, Janusry 24; Shrewsbury, Saturday, 
F 3; Hereford, Wednesday, February 7; Monmouth, Friday, 
February 9; Gloucester, Tuesday, February 13. 

At the Liverpool Chaneery Court on Monday, before Vice-Cbance!lor Bris- 
towe, an application was made by Mr. Rotch, on behalf of Mr, 0. E. Driffield, 
coroner for the south-western division of Lancashire, for permission to resign 
his appointment. Mr. Rotch said Mr. Driffield had held the post for thirty- 
one years, and now wiched to retire on the ground of ill-health. The applica- 
tion wes an unusual one, and it appeared that considerable uncertainty had 
been felt as to the method of procedure in such a case. Mr. Rotch said he 
pe A arrey signed by a pamber of freebolders, setting forth the facts and 

g for the issue of necessary writs for the appointment of a new 
coroner. The Vice-Chancellor eaid it was difficult to ascertain what course 
should be taken, and he bad been at some trouble in London to ascertain it. 
Mr, Rotch said he was uader an obligation to the Vice-Chancellor for having 
done so, for equal uncertainty had prevailed in Liverpool. Alter some 
farther discussion, an order was made the court for the issue of a writ de 
cawnerando, to be followed by a writ for the appointment of s new coroner, 
= ans was stated that a few days’ interval would necessarily intervene between 





REVIEWS. 


EQUITY. 
A Practica Exposition or THE Principites or Equity, Intustratep 

BY THE Leapina Decisions TuErzon. By H. Antuur Satrn, Barrister. 

at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 

We regret to have delayed so long our notice of this book. The idea 
of the author is to give a systematic exposition of the principles of equity, 
and to agsociate them with the leading cases. His modeof carrying out 
this idea may be illustrated by a reference to the part of the work 
relating to the wife’s equity toa settlement. In this he gives, first of 
all, a short sketch of the history of the doctrine, and then, under the 
heading “ Characteristics of the Principle,” states concisely the facts and 
judgments in Lady Elibank v. Montolieu and Murray v. Lord Elibank, 
subsequently considering under distinct headings the rights of the children, 
out of what property settlement may be claimed, waiver of settlement, 
what circumstances will bar the equity, amount of the settlement, form 
of the settlement, and how far the settlement binds creditors. Under 
each of these heads the information afforded is sufficiently full and in 
general tersely expressed. We confess, however, that we do not see the 
advantage, in a work of this kind, of occupying more than a page in 
discussing the question whether a wife can claim her equity out of her 
life interest as against her husband living with and maintaining her, 
There can be no reasonable doubt that she cannot, and the headnote to 
Taunton v. Morris (L. R. 11 Ch. D. 779) hardly deserves the attention 
Mr. Smith bestows on it. In that case the husband was insolvent, 
and the claim was by the provisional assignee under his insolvency. 
It is obvious, therefore, that the husband could not be maintaining the 
wife, and that the decision is not in point. The subject least satis. 
factorily dealt with in the book is that of trusts. Within the limits of 
not much more than one hundred pages it was hardly possible to treat 
with the requisite fulness so large a branch of equity ; but we think that 
a better statement and arrangement of the leading principles might have 
been adopted. ‘The book, however, seems to us to be one of great value 
to students, and, with judicious revision, it may be made in the next 
edition a standard manual of equity. 


LIFE INSURANCE LAW. 

Tue Law or Lire Insurance, with A CHaprer on Accipent Insurance, 
By Cuartes Craw ey, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. W.Olowes & Sons, 
Limited. 

This is, in many respects, one of the most satisfactory of the new law 
books which has recently come into our hands. The author bas not only 
collected all the law on his subject, but has completely digested it, and 
presented it in the garb of an easy and pleasing style. In his introduc- 
tion he gives a sketch of the rise and progress of life insurance, which is 
full of curious details. Insurance upon lives seems to have origin- 
ated asa branch of marine insurance, and in its early stages it was 
confined to insurance against the risks of a voyage. Before the middle 
of the sixteenth century, however, life insurance in its modern sense 
appears *o have been generally known, and Mr. Crawley gives a form of 
life policy in use at Florence at the beginning of the seventeenth 
century. He cites, as the earliest English case relating to Jife insurance, 
Bendir %. Ogle (Style, 186), decided in 1649.- In 1706 the first life 
insurance company—the Amicable Society—was established, and before 
1800 there were only eight life insurance companies in operation, whereas 
there are now 107 companies furnishing returns to the Board of Trade. 

Mr. Crawley divides his subject into two parts, the first devoted to 
the contract of insurance and the other to the insurers. Under the 
first head he deals with the formation, assignment, performance, aud 
avoidance of the contract. Under all these sub-divisions the matter is 
well arranged, and the effect of the cases is accurately and concisely given. 
Under the head of avoidance of the contract there is an interesting dis- 
cussion of the doctrine of IWheelton vy. Hardisty (8 BE & B. 232), that 
innocent mis-statements do not avoid a contract of life assurance unless 
there be a condition that they shall. Part II, is mainly devoted to the 
constitution, amalgamation and novation, and winding up of insurance 
companies. ‘The chapter on novation is in great part devoted to the 
consideration of the divergence between the cases in chancery and 
those before Lords Westbury and Cairns. The author's conclusion that 
itis on the mode of proof rather than on questions of principle that the 
divergence shows itself is indisputable; but we should have been glad of 
something more definite in the way of conclusion as to the merits of the 
conflicting views. - 


ADMIRALTY LAW AND PRACTICE, 

A Svummary or tue Law anp Practice 1n Apmiratty; &c. By T.. Eustace 

Smiru, Barrister-at-Law. Sxrconp Enirion, Stevens & Haynes. 

In this new edition of Mr. Smith’s useful summary we have found dol 
noted all the leading recent cases for which we have looked. The 
is well arranged, and forms a good iutroduction to the subject. In tle 
oo rules of practice and forms are given, also a table of costs aud 
ees, 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE SETTLED LAND ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I beg to thank you for your very clear exposition of the provi- 
sions of this Act bearing upon the enfranchisement of copyholds by lords 
of manors who are tenants for life. 

The result appears to be that in such a case as that put by me, which 
is an actual case within my own knowledge, and, I believe, only one of a 
numerous class, it will be simpler and less expensive to continue the pre- 
sent practice of effecting enfranchisements under the Copyhold Acts, 
except in cases where it is desired to make use of the wider powers of 
the Settled Land Act in regard to the application of the enfranchisement 
money. A Srewarp. 

Cirencester, December 11. 





NEW TRUSTEES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Will any of your readers kindly oblige me by an opinion 
on tho following question ?—‘Can the survivor of two executors 
and trustees, by virtue of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 31, retire and 
appoint two new trustees, the trust estate consisting, after payment of 
debts, legacies, &c., of household furniture, fully paid-up shares, lease- 
hold property, and a business held upon trusts for the benefit of testa- 
tor’s widow and infant children ? If so, what deeds are necessary, who 
should be made parties, and what would be the effect of such a retire- 
ment upon the gift of a legacy to the executor for his trouble in 
carrying into execution the trusts of the will ? SvuBscrIBer. 





SLANDER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I believe it has been recently decided that the statements of a 

or law guardian made at a board meeting aro not privileged, and that 
he may accordingly be held responsible for any slander spoken in that 
capacity. 

Being interested in this point, on behalf of a district medical officer, 
who has had vexatious and frivolous chargee brought against him by a 
guardian, I shall feel obliged to any of your readers who will be good 
enough to refer me to the decision in question. 


Teddington, December 13. Epwarp F, M. Ryan. 





CONVEYANCING COUNSELS’ FEES, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Connected with the subject of solicitors’ remuneration in con- 
veyancing matters is the question of the fees of conveyancing counsel. 
They, like ourselves, have hitherto been paid with reference to length. 
Drafts aro now about half the length they were ten years ago. Our 
charge for drawing is to be doubled. Why not counsels’? But 
what would the taxing master say to this? Perhaps some of 
your readers have had occasion already to consider this point practically 








It is stated that the Home Office has been in communication with the 
Surrey coroners with a view to increase the number of coronerships of the 
county. It is now proposed to appoint two coroners to East Surrey, two to 
West Surrey, and one to the Mid-Surrey district. Mr. W. Carter has had his 
choice of divisions, and it is stated has accepted the district comprising 
Camberwell, Peckham, and Dulwich. 


On Tursday evening ths members of the South-Eastern Circuit entertained 
Ur. Justice Day at dinner at the Albion Hotel, Alder+gate-street, in order to 
celebrate his recent elevation to the bench. The dioner was originally fixed 
to take place in July last, but it was then postponed, en account of the leading 
members of the bar being invited to dine at the Mansion House on the same 
evening. The chair on the present occasion was occupied by Mr, J. R. Bulwer, 
Q.0., M.P., and upwards of 150 of both the past aod present members of the 
cirouit assembled to do honour to the learned judge. 


It eppears from the forty-third report of the Deputy-Keeper of the Pablic 
s, that the examination into the documents belonging to the late 
mesters of the Court of Chancery hag been continued. The greater part of 
them were formerly in the office in Southampton-buildinge, in twelve vaults 

two pressee, there not being room in the record repository to receive them. 
© documents and the indexes had been transferred to the repository. 
The remaining portion was removed to the houses in Rolle-yard, formiag a 
tion of the Public Record Office, in November and December, 188i. It 
sisted of 400 ligts, 927 brxee, 7,018 volumes, 6,063 bandles of papers, 
.» 8 rolle, and 20 plang. 











CASES OF THE WEEK. 


AppEAL—Time—Inrormat Notice—Extension or Time—Companr— 
Winvine-up Peririos—Dismissat—Orp. 58, BR. 3, 9, 15.—In a case of In 
ve The New Callao, before the Court of Appeal on the 8th inst., the question 
arose whether a notice of appeal from the dismissal of a petition for the 
winding up of a company had been given in time. On the 3rd of August the 
petition was dismissed by Chitty, J., and, on the 10th of August, the 
petitioner’s solicitors wrote to the solicitor of the company as follows :—‘‘ We 
are surprised to find upon inquiry you have taken no step to draw up the 
order dismissing petition herein. We are anxious abont this mat‘er, as we 
are advised and intend to give notice of appeal. . . . Weshall use this 
letter, together with Mr. Attwood’s evidence, on the appeal.” A formal 
notice of appeal was served on the 30th of Oztober, but, as the time for 
appealing had then expired, the question was whether the letter of the 10th 
of August was a sufficient notice of sppeal. The court (Jesser, M.R., and 
Corton and Bowen, L.JJ.) held that it was not. The rules required that 
notice of motion by way of appeal, stating whether the whole or part only of 
the order was complained of, should be eerved upon all parties affected by the 
appeal within the time limited. These requisites were not complied with in 
the letter of the 10th of August, which simply gave notice of an in‘ention to 
serve a notice of appeal. It was not a notice to the company, but only a 
letter to their solicitors. No one reading it would say that it was intended to 
be a notice of motion by way of appeal. Ths appellants might afterwards 
have changed their minds, and to any application by the respondents for the 
costs of an abandoned motion, the answer would have been that they were too 
much in a hurry, as there had been no actual notice of motion served. And 
their lordships held that no ground had been shown for extending the time. 
JEssEL, M.R, said that there was less reason for doing so in the case of the 
dismissal of a petition to wind up a company, because it was not final in its 
character, inasmuch as another petition might be presented by another person. 
And his lordship distinguished Lité/e's case (L. R. 8 Ch. D, 806) from the 
present, saying that he thought the question there was really the construction of 
the notice which had been given.—Sonicitors, Greenficld § Abbott ; Lewis 
Davis. 





Vexatious Litication—Actions in Encuisa Court AND Forgien Court— 
Srayine Proverpincs—JuRispicTIoN.—Ina case of McHenry vy. Lewis, before 
the Court of Appeal on the’9th inst., a question arose as to the jurisdiction of 
the court to stay the proceedings in an action, on the ground thatanother action 
between the same parties is pending in a foreign tribunal for the same purpose. 
Chitty, J., refased an application by the defendants to the present action to stay 
the proceedings. He held (26 Sonicrrors’ Journat, 450, L. R. 21 Ch. D. 202) 
that where the actions were in personam and not shown to be frivolous or vexa- 
tious, it was no ground for staying proceedings in the action in this country that 
there was another action fs. J in this country which related partly, and 
another action in a foreign country which related wholly, to the same subject- 
matter. The Court of Appeal (Jesse, M.R., and Corroy and Bowes, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision. They éntertained no doubt as to the inherent jarisdiction 
of the court to prevent a defendant from being improperly vexed and harassed, 
by staying the proceedings in an action when the plaintiff had brought another 
action against bim in another court for the same object, and in respect of the 
same subject-matter. This jurisdiction had been constantly exercised when 
both actions were pending in the Queen’s courts, either in England or in any 
other parts of the British domicions. The same principle applied when one of 
the actions had been brought in a foreign country, and they were not prepared 
to hold that in no such case could this ju isdiction be exercised. But, where 
one of the actions was brought in this country and the other in a foreign country 
(as distinguished from Scotland or Ireland) it would not be, of course, for the 
court to interfere. Some very special circumstance, showing vexatious pro- 
ceeding or oppression on the part of the plaintiff, must be established. This 
had not been done in the present case.—Soticrrors, Trinders § Curtis-Hay- 
ward ; Hores § Pattison. 


Bankxrupt—Leasexuo.p Inrerest—Dischamer By Taust8s--LeAve oF 
Court—Imposirion oF Terms ror Benerit or LanDLorp—Morreace— 
ATroRNMENT CLavssE—Bankruptcy Act, 1869, s. 23—Banxkaurrer Ruxts, 
1871, B. 28,--lo a case of Ee parte Isherwood, before the Court of Appeal 
on the 7th inst., an important question arose as to imposing terms on a trustee 
ina bankruptcy for the benefit of a landlord, when leave is given to the 
trustee, under rule 28 of the Bankruptey Rules, 1871, to disclaim a leasa or 
tenancy of the bankrupt. In the precent case John Knight, on Angust 3, 
1875, executed a mortgage cf freeho!d property to the trustees of a buildiag 
society to seoure the repayment of a sum of £7,500 lent to him by the 
socitty, with interest thereon and fines. The principal and interest were 
to be veld - a wre of monthly oo of £71 a —s — in the 
eyent of the monthly payments not being punctually 
te be incurred. The pant : ny pean anne oat BA pre = hi 

e@ mortgagor 8, t, i m d any t 
entitled to enter into possession of the property or receipt of the 
under the terms of the deed, they were entitled to do if he i 
three months in arrear with his monthly payments), avd he should te in 
pation of the property, he should, during sach occapation, be tenant 
to the mortgagees from month to month, at a monthly rent equal in 
to the moneys which ought to be paid monthly by hiw, including fives, 
power was given to the mort to determine the tenancy by fourteen 
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notice. Oa December 2, 1881, Knight having been in 
months, the society levied a distress on the property for 
amount then due from him under the rales, be being sti 
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the property. Oa December 5 he was adjadicated a bankrupt, on a petiion 
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presented on December 2, founded on an act of bankruptcy committed on 
Novemb«r 26, and on December 2! trustees of his estate were appointed, who 
took possession of the moitgaged property. On January 11, 1882, the society 
levied a second distress for £255, the further amountthen due from Knight 
to the society. On Jannary 14 an agreement was entered into between the trus- 
tees and the scciety, which provided that the goods seized under the distr esses 
should be sold by the trustees, and the proceeds of the sale paid into a bank 
in joint aames, pending the'determination of the validity of the distresses, and 
without prejudice to apy rights of the society. The goods were accordingly 
sold, and the money arising from the sale was paid into the bank. On Feb- 
ruary 9 the society put in a third distress for £127, and on May 15 a fourth 
distrcss for £375. én March 21 the judge of the county court bad declared 
the attornment clause and the distresses void as against the trustees in the 
bankruptcy, and on May 8 the Chief Judge had reversed this decision, and his 
decision was affirm:d by the Court of Appeal on July 20: vide Ex parte 
Viisey (31 W. RB. 19, L. R. 21 Ch. D. 442, 26 Soricrrors’ Journat, 615). On 
May 18 an agreement wes entered into between the trustees and the society, 
that the goods seized under the third and fourth distresses should be soid by 
the trustees and the proceeds paid into the bank as before, and that the moneys 
in the bank under both agreements should be applied in payment of all the 
distre-ses, so far as they should not be held void. The trustees had been io 
occupation of the mortgaged property until July 16, but it did not appear that 
the bankrupt’s estate had derived any benefit from their occupation. After 
the decision of the Court of Appeal in favour of the validity of the attornment 
clause, the bankropt’s trustees applied to the county court for leave to 
disclaim the tenancy created by the attornment clause. The judge gave 
leave, but, by his order, declared that the society were entitled to be paid the 
£664, the amount of the first distress, and also, as the monthly rent under 
the attornment clause, the amount of the monthly subscriptions payable by the 
bankrupt to the society under the provisions of the mortgage deed, commenc- 
ing from tle last rent comprised in the first distress and ending on the 25th of 
August, the day on which the jodge pronounced bis judgment, together with 
the fines payable by the rales of the society, the fines to ran until the proceeds 
of the sale of the goods were from time to time paid into the bank under the 
provisions of the two agreements. And it was ordered that these sums should 
be paid to the society out of the moneys in the bank, and, if those moneys 
should be insufficient, the deficiency was to be made good out of the bank- 
rupt’s estate. The society contended that the fives ought to run until the 
psyments should be actually made to them, and not merely until the moneys 
were raid into the bank, and also that the monthly rent should be paid down 
to the date of the actual execution of the disclaimer. The amount payable to 
the so:iety under the order was £1,581; the amount of the fonr distresses was 
£1,423, Tke decision of the county court was affirmed by Bacon, C.J., and 
his decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Jessex, M.R., and Corton 
and Bowen, L.JJ.). Jxessexr, M.R., would not say whether the society had 
not got more under the order than they were entitled to. He was quite satis- 
fied that they had got as much as they were entitled to. It was not necessary 
to say whether rule 28, of 1871, was ultra vires, for, as the trustees were apply- 
ing to the court under it, they could not complain of it, and the society did 
not complain. But, if the rule wes not vJird vires, it could not mean that, in 
every case of a disclaimer of a lease, the landlord was to be placed in the same 
position as if the disclaimer had never been executed. The rule must apply 
only where some special circumstances were shown to exist, and in such a case 
the landlord might be entitled, not to rent, but to some compensation for the 
use and occupation of the property for the period during which he bad been 
kept out of poseestion. His lordship did not intend to limit the special cir- 
comstances (o cases where the occupation of the property by the trustee in the 
bavkraptcy had been beneficial to the bankrupt’s estate, but there must be 
someching special. In the present case the relation between the parties was 
not the ordinary relation cf landlord and tenant, but the ordinary relation of 
mortgagee and mortgagor. The nature of that ordinary relation was well 
known. In c«quity the mortgagor was the owner of the property, and the 
mortgegee was only entitled to a charge on it. At law the mortgagee was the 
legal owner, and the mortgagor was his tenant at will. In ordinary cases that 
was a tenancy without any liability to pay rent, but an agreement might be 
superadded, as in the present case, for a tenancy atarent, Such an »gree- 
ment altered the legal relation between the parties, but not the equitable, 
The rent must go in reduction of the princips] and interest ; it was the subject 
of sceoont by tle mortgagee. The mortgagee remained in equity only a 
chargre and the mortgagor was the owner of the estate. That was tle true 
positi n of the anger in the present case, and, moreover, the mortgagees had 
the right to take possession on giving fourteen days’ notice. If they took 
porscssion they became at law’ the legal owners in possession, and in equity 
they became mortzgagees in possession. The nature of the rent reserved must 
be looked at, whether it was a rent for the occupation of the land, or, as in the 
present care, what might be called a fancy rent, fixed with reference to the 
monthly payments due by the mortgagor. In the present case the rent 
#ppearcd to have smcunted to the full value of the property, and, perhaps, a 
little more, though not so mach more as to Jead the coart to think it was not 
a bond fide rest. Mf the rent was more than the value of the property, the 
keeping the mortgagee out of possession did not inflict on him an injury equal 
to the amount of the rent reserved. And, in the present case, the mortgagecs 
could have got possession at any time by giving fourteen days’ notice. It was 
@ voluntary keeping out of possession by them in order to obtain by means of 
the disitrsses a larger sua, than they could bave got by letting the property. 
Considering the real relation of the partic«, his lordship could not see that the 
mortgazees bad sustained any injary, and he could see no reason whatever for 
ieyposing on the tru-tecs in the bankruptcy any forther terms than those which 
bad been slready impcsed. The appellants were certainly not entithd to 
complain of the order, Corton, L.J., was of the same opinion. The argu- 
ment was that, wherever an application was made by a trastee in a bank- 





on the terms of paying the whole of the rent to which the bankrupt was lia ble 
under the lease. That would be, in effect, to repeal the provisions of section 
23 of the Act, which said that on the execution of the disclaimer the trustee 
should be relieved from liability under the lease as from the date of the ad. 
judication. In some special circumstances, no doubt, the trustee ought to be 
put under the terms of making some payment to the lessor, who would have 
no remedy in respect of the trustee’s use and occupation of the property, and 
who, at the same time, could not treat the trustee as a trespasser, It was not 
necessary to define exactly under what circumstances terms ought to be im. 
on the trustee, but the power ought not to be limi'ed to the case of an 
occupation by the trust«e which was beneficial to the bankrupt’s esta’e. His 
lordship could not see that the eum which had been allowed to the landlord in 
the present case was not amply sufficient, even if this had been an ordinary 
care of landlord and tenant. But, in fact, the whole foundation for imposing 
terms on the trustees was wanting. The reason for doing so was that the 
owner of the property bad, from the date of the adjudication, been kept out of 
it, and that, on the execution of the disclaimer, he would have no remedy 
against the trustee. But here the owner of the land had been in possession of 
his own land. The possession had been in accordance with the title. And 
the society had not been kept out of possession by the trustees, for they could 
have taken possession at any time on giving fourteen days’ notice. Bowen, 
L.J., concurred.—Soricitors, H, B, Priest ; Paterson, Snow, § Bloxam. 


——- 


Srarore or Limitations—MortcaGe Despr—ActTion ON Covenant— 
Pertop oF Limitation—Reat Proverty Limiration Act, 1874 (37 & 38 
Vier. c. 57), 8. 8.—In a case of Sutton v. Sutton, before the Court of Appzal 
on the 12th inst,, the question arose whetber, under section 8 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874, the right to bring an action upon a covenant 
in a mortgage deed to pay the mortgage debt is barred by the lapse of twelve 
years. Section 8 provides that “no action or suit or other proceeding shall be 
brought to recover any sum of money secured by any mortgage, judgment, or 
lien, or otherwise charged upon or payable out of any land or rent, at law or 
in equity, or any legacy, but within twelve years next after a present right to 
receive the same shall have accrued to some person capable of giving a dis- 
charge for or release of the same, unless in the meantime some part of the 
principal money, or some interest thereon, shall have been paid, or some 
acknowledgment of the right thereto shall have been given, . i 
and in such case no such action, or suit, or proceeding shall be 
brought but within twelve years after such payment or acknowledg- 
ment, or the last of such payments or acknowledgments, if more 
than one, was given.” The action was brought on the 13th of Marcb, 
1882, claiming an acccunt of what was due to the plaintiff, as exe. 
cutrix of one G. Sutton, for priccipal and interest on a covenant by the 
defendant contained in a mortgage deed, dated the 13th of May, 1568, and 
made between the defendant and the testator, and payment of what should be 
found due to her on taking the account. The plaintiff alleged that during the 
life of the testator various sums were paid to him by the defendant iu part 
payment of the principal and interest, the last of those payments having been 
made on the 29th of January, 1869. By his statement of defence the defend. 
ant alleged that another payment on account of interest was made by him ta 
the testator on the 12th of November, 1869. And the defendant said that no 
part of the principal money, nor any interest thereon, had been paid, nor bad 
any acknowledgment of any right thereto been given in writing by the defend. 
ant, or any person as his agent, or otherwise to any person entitled thereto, or 
bis or her agent, since the 12th of November, 1869, and the defendant claimed 
the benefit of the provisions of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, and 
of all other statutes of limitation in bar to the relief sought by the plaintiff. 
The plaintiff demurred to that part of the statement of defence which claimed 
the benefit of the Statutes of Limitation, on the ground that the pliintiff’s 
right to the relief sought in the action was not barred or affected by the Act 
of 1874 0r by any othor statute of limitation. Chitty, J., held that the 
limitation of twelve years imposed by section 8 applied only to the remedy 
against the mortgaged land, and not to the personal remedy on the mort. 
gagor’s covenant, and that the plaintiff was entitled to sue on the covenast 
for twenty years after the Jast payment on account of, or acknowledgment of, 
the mortgage debt, His lordship accordingly allowed the demurrer. The 
Court of Appeal (Jusser, M.R., and Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) reversed the 


decision, and overruled the demurrer, ding that the limitation of twelve 
years applied to the remedy 2n the covenant ¢ W ror against 
the Tan 7. Their lordships said that the case fell literally within the words of 


fhe Act, At the time when the Act was passed (before the Judicature Act 
came into operation) the word “ action” could only refer to an action at law, 
and an action at law could only have been brought to recover the mort 
money. A suit in equity was the mode of enforcing the remedy against 
land, This visw was confirmed by the subsequent use of the words ‘‘at law 
or in equity.” Moreover, the word “legacy? in the same section was not 
covfiaed to legacies charged on land, so that the section was not confined to 
proceedings against real estate. And Jesse, M.l., intimated an opinion 
that the result would have been the same if the covenant to pay the money 
had been contaived in a separate deed. 

The point was also incidentally raised whether the marginal notes of am 
Act of Parliament form part of the Act, and can bér to in construi 
the Act. In In re Venour'’s Settled Estates (24 W., R. 752, L, R. 2 Ob. D. 
522, 525) Jessel, M.R., then sitting at the Rolls, said that ‘‘the mar, 
notes of Acts now appear on the rolls of Pariiament, and, consequently form 
parts of the Acte,” In the present caso ho intimated that he now thought 
be was wrong in that exprission of opinion, and that the marginal notes 
cannot be relied upon as eg part of the Act, This isin sccordance with 
the view taken by the Court of Appeal in Altorney-Genoral v. The Great 
Eastern Railway Company (27 W. R. 763, L. BR, 11 Oh, D, 461, 465)— 
Soricitous, Sulton § Ommanney ; Whitehouse § Etherington, . 
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Contract For Save or Reat Estate—Srarure or Fravps—Parot Ac- 
CEPTANCE OF WRITTEN OrFER To SELL.—In a case of Beresford v. Batthyany, 
before the Court of Appeal (JzsszL, M.R., and Corton and Bowen, L.JJ.) 
on the 8h inst., the question was raised, though it was not necessary to decide 
it, whether a parol acceptance of a written offer to sell real estate will con- 
stitute a valid contract for sale under the Statute of Frauds, JessEL, M.R., 
admitted that there are authorities binding on a judge of first instance, 
though not on the Court of Appeal, that a valid contract will be thus con- 
stituted, but he expressed doubt as to the correctness of those decis‘ons.— 
Souicitors, G. S. ¢ H. Brandon. 


—_— 


Practice—Costs—CounseL aT CuamBers—Souiciror anp CLleNt— 
TaxaTION—SPEciaL ALLOWANCES, R. 14,—In a case of In re Chapman, 
before the Court of Appeal, at Westminster, on the 7th inst., an important 
point of practico arose as to whether rule 14 of the Supreme Court “ Special 
Allowances,” providing that “as to counsel attending at jadges’ chambers no 
costs thereof shall in any case be allowed, unless the judge certifies it to 
be a proper case for counsel to attend,” applies to taxation of costs between 
solicitor and client, or is restricted to taxations between party and party. 
Upon a taxation of costs between solicitor and client the taxing master 
disallowed certain items of costs in respect of the attend of 1 
at judges’ chambers, for which the jadge had not certified, but which the 
client had expressly authorized. A motion having been made to set aside 
the order of Mathew, J., at chambers, dismissing a summons to review the 
decision of the taxing master, the divisional - court (Grove and Lovgs, 
JJ.), dismissed the appeal, holding that the omission of the words 
“between party and party ’"—found in rule 6 of the Rules of 
Hilary Term, 1853—from role 14 must be held to have been inten- 
tional. Mr. Chapman appealed. The Court of Appeal (Lord Cotenrines, 
C.J., Baggattay and Linpiey, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal with costs, 
subject to an application to Field, J., informing bim, which had not been 
done in the first instance, that the solicitor was authorized by his client to 
employ counsel at chambers in the case in question. Lord Coxeripcr, C.J., 
said rule 14 was made under the authority of section 17 of the Judicature 
Act, 1875, and it was plain that, unless the power given by that section to frame 
rules to regulate “the costs of proceedings”? meant costs other than those 
arising out of ex purte proceedings, the plain words of the rule were author- 
ized. He could not hold that Parliament intended to exclede ex parte pro- 
ceedings, and the rule must, therefore, inclode the present case. BAGGALLAY 
and Linpuey, L.JJ., concurred, the latter remarking that he agreed with the 
Lord Chief Justice that several of the rules must be held to apply as between 
solicitor and client. As to rule 14, he doubted if the consequences had been 
fully foreseev, but there was no escape from the plain language of the rule.— 
Souicirons, Chapman ; Kisch, Son, & Hanbury. 








ADMINISTRATION AcTION—JURISDICTION—DISCRETION—ASSETS OUT OF 
JuRispiction,—In a case of Orr Ewing v. Orr Ewing, tefore the Court of Appeal 
on the 29th ult., the question arose whether the court bas any jurisdiction to 
refuse to administer an estate, the parties to the action being within its 
jurisdiction, or having been served out of the jurisdiction and having sub- 
mitted to it, on the ground that the bulk of the assets are out of the jurisdic- 
tion, and that it might be more convenient or less expensive that the ad- 
ministration should take place in the forum within whose jurisdiction the 
assets are. The action was brought for the administration of the estate of 
Jobn Orr Ewing, who died on April 15, 1878. He was a mercbant in Glas- 
gow, and was domiciled in Scotland at the time of his death. By his wil), 
dated November 17, 1873, which was made in the Scotch form, he appointed 
six executors, one of whom was his brother, a member of Parliament, wlio 
resided in London during the session of Parliament. Two others of the 
executors were resident in London ; the other three resided in 
Scotland. The testator had some assets in England, but the bulk 
of his assets, amounting to nearly £500,000 were in Scotland. The 
will was proved in England as well as in Scotland. The action 
was brought in the Chancery Division on behalf of an infant, who was 
eatitled to certain ben:fits under the will, against the executors. Those of 
the executors who were resident in S-otland were served there with the writ 
by leave of the court, and appeared without protest. When the action came 
on for trial it appeared that the English assets had been all transferred to 

and, and were in the hands of the defendants as his personal representa- 
tives in Scotland ; and it wus objected, on behalf of the defendants, that in such 
4 case the court had no jurisdiction to administer the estate, or that, at any 
tate, in the exercise of its discretion it should refuse to do so. Manisty, J., 
om this ground, and on the grounds that the testator was a domiciled Scotch- 
man at the dats of his will and of his doath, and that all his debts in Engl«nd 
had been paid, and on the undertuking of the defendants to pay the plaintiff's 
tests, ordered that all further proceedings in the action should be 
Sayed, except for the porposs of enforcing payment of the plaintitl's 
tests, The Court of Appeal (Jxsser, M.R., and Corrox snd Bowen, 
LJJ.) held that there was no disoretion in the matter, but 
an administration fotoment ought to have been pronounced. 
Uesser, M.R , said that if Manisty, J,, had a discretion, probably he exer- 
tived it rightly, but there was really no discretion to be exercised, and there 
was no right on the part of the defendants to resist an administration judg- 
Bent. Tho judgment asked would have been a matter of course if this had 
been an English testator with English executors. It made no difference that 
testator was a domiciled Sootobman. It made no difference how the title 

of the plaintiff arose if the defendants were within the jurisdiction. Three of 
defendsnte were clearly within the jurisdiction and were served with 
the writ in England. Tho other three resided in Scotland, and were 
Served there by leave of the vourt, ‘They appeared and submitted to the 


three. The defendants afterwards obtained an order for an inquiry whether 
the action as constituted was for the benefit of the infant, 

decided that it was, The defendants then allowed the action to go 
and at the trial they raised the objection that the coart had no jurisdiction. 
But the jorisdiction of the Chancery Division was a personal oue against 
persons within the jarisdiction, or persons who were served out of the juris- 
diction and appeared, A defendant who was served in Scotland had a right 
to say, ‘‘I ought not to be sued in England, bat I ought to be sued in the 
forum of my domicile,” and the defendants who lived in Scotland might 
have applied at the proper time to have the order for service on them ont 
of the jurisdic:ion discharged, but they did not. In considering a motion 
of that kind the court always had regard to the question of convenience. 
But that was a totally different application from the present one. In the 
course of the argument Scotland had been spoken of as a foreign country. 

That was an entire mistake. Ever since its union Scotland had been an 
integral part of Great Britain. It was not a foreign country, though it 
had a separate jurisdiction. Formerly several counties in Eogland 
bad separate jarisdictions, and that was still the case in the 
County Palatine of Lancaster. It was a total error to say that 
Scotland was a foreign country, It was an iotegral part of the kingdom, and 
the judgments of the English courts could be enforced there. In the case of 
a foreign country a difficulty arose as to ascertaining the effect of the foreign 
law, but the Legislature had empowered the Eoglish coorts to take the 
opinion of a Scotch court on points of Scotch law and vice versd. Therefore, 
no difficulty could arise as to the decision of points of Scotch liw in England, 
All the difficulties which had been suggested were purely imaginary, though 
there might, no doubt, be questions of convenience and expense to be dis- 
cussed upon a motion to discharge an order for service of a writ out of the 
jurisdiction. It might or it might not be more expensive to administer a 
Scotch estate in England than in Scotland. But the foundation of his lord- 
ship’s judgment was this—that when the court had jurisdiction at the trial of 
an action it could not decline to exercise it, except in the single case of an 
abuse of jurisdiction when the defendant alleged that he was being doubly 
vexed. If actions were brought for the same purpose in the High Court and 
in the Court of the County Palatine of Lancaster this court would stop one of 
the actions, and his lordship was not prepared to say that the same rale would 
not apply to Scotland. He should give credit to the Scotch courts that they 
would administer an estate as well as an English court. Subject to this 
exception, his lordship knew of no ground for declining to exercise jarisiic- 
tion, because the judge miglit thiak it more convenient that the case should 
be tried elsewhere. The order must, therefore, be discharged, and judgment 

for admivistration pronounced. Corrox, L.J., and Bowen, L.J., concurred. 

—Soxicitors, Lattey & Hart ; Johnson, Upton, & Co. 








ComraNy—Wispinc up —ConTRIBUTORY — ALLOTMENT oF SHaREs— 
DetecaTion or Powers or Direcrors.—In a case of In re The Army and 
Navy Provision Market, before Fry, J., on the 7th inst., a question arose as 
to the validity of an alleged allotment of shares. The company b-ing in 
liquidation, the liquidator sought to plaee the name of P. on the list of con- 
tributories in respect of one share. The directors, in the first instance, deter- 
mined to allot 10,000 shares, all of which were subssribed for, P. being an 
applicant for one share, The directors, at a meeting held on the 22ad of 
May, 1879, passed a resolation that the allotment of shares should b: pro- 
ceeded with and continued up to the next meeting of the board. A letter of 
allotment was sent t> P., but it was not shown that the directors had ever 
personally exercised any discretion in the matter. Ata subsequent period 
the directors resolved to allot 1,000 further shares at a premium. P. never 
paid any money on his sbares, and apparently took no notice of the allot- 
ment. A letter was sent to him, dated January 30, 1880, by the secretary, 
threatening that, unless his share was paid up, the allotment would be can- 
celled. Shortly afterwards his name was ruled through ia the register in red 
ink, and in the margin was written, “Cancelled allotment,” and ia the 
return to the Registrar of Joint Stock Companies, made on the 14th of April, 
1830, certain shares were returned as forfeited, including one allotted to 
him. Shares to the same amount as those said to be forfeited were issued to other 
persons without premium, and some small farther issu: of capital was made. 
It was contendd by P. that the directors had no power to delegate the allot- 
ment. It was a matter of personal discretion which they had never exer- 
cised, end, therefore, there had been no contract for him to become a member 
which he could bave enforced against the company, And, if he ever had been 
a member, the transaction, taken as a whole, amoanted in effect to a transfer 
of his share to another person in respect of a share issued, instead of the 
share said to have been allotted to P, Oa the other hand, it was contended 
that the secretary was a proper delegate under the articles of the company ; 
that he had duly all. tted the share to P.; and, farther, that if the allozmeat 
was not originally bicding on the company, the directors hai adopted it. 
It was a'so urged that no cancellation by directors could be effected ia the 
absence of an exprees power, which the articles did not contaie, and that all 
shares issued to other persons must be taken to have been allotted out of the 
unissucd capital. Far, J., held that the allotment of shares was a mat 
within the personal discretion of directors, which they could not hg srg 
and that if the sending a list of members to the Registrar of Joint 
Companies was the act of the directors, and could be taken to be a ratifica- 
tion of the allotment under any circumstances, yet a contract to take shares 
was of such nature that it was of the utmost importance to an wm 
know within a short time whether his offer was accepted, and, therefore, an 
offer to take shares must be accepted within a reasonable time. The directors 
had not accepted P.’s offer within such a time, aad he could not be made a 
contribatory,—Soricrron, W, F, Stobes. 
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—Companies Act, 1862, s. 100.—In a case of In re The Carriage Co operative 
Supply Association, b2fore Fry, J.,on the 8thinst., an application was made 
by the liquidator of a company that the former bankers of the company 
might pay a sum of money which they had paid out of the assets of the com- 

any aher notice of the preeentation of the windiog-up petition. Section 100 of 

be Companies Act, 1862, gives the court power, at any time after ths making 
of a winding-up order, to “require (inter alia) any banker of the company 
to pay into the hands of the liquidator any sum or balance which happens to 
be in his hands for the time being, and {o which the company is primd facie 
entitled.” It was urged that this power applied to a sum which, though it 
was not actually in the hands of the bankers, ought to have been in their 
hands, and was, therefore, constructively in their hands. Fry, J., held that 
the section gave no jurisdiction over the bankers in such a care. It gave juris- 
diction only when a sum of money happened to be in the banker’s hands, 
and here the foundation of the application was that the money happened not 
to be in the bankers’ hands, though it was said it ought to have been.— 
Soricrrors, C, Harcourt ; Vallance § Vallance. 





PLEADING—-EMBARRASSING STATEMENT OF CLAIM—STRIKING OUT—AMEND- 
MENT—Ricut or Way—Orp. 27, RB. 1.—In a case of Harris vy. Jenkins, before 
Fry, J., on the 8th inst., an application wag made by the defendant to strike out 
the plaintiff's statement of claim, on the ground that it would tend to prejudice, 
embarrass, or delay the fair trial of the action. The plaintiff alleged that he, 
as the owner of two farms which were separated from each other by a farm 
belonging to the defendant, was entitled to a right of way over a road which 
ran throngh the defendant's farm, and that the defendant had obstructed the 
road, and the plaintiff claimed a declaration of his right and an injunction. The 
plaintiff, however, did not state how he claimed the right of way, whether by 
prescription, user, or grant. The defendant asked, in the alternative, that 
the statement of claim might be amended by the plaintiff so as to show the 
modes in which the right of way was claimed, and the origin, constitution, 
nature, and extent thereof. Fry, J., thought that the statement of claim was 
embarrassing. The right of way which the plaintiff claimed might be the 
result of either grant or prescriptive user, and it was very desirable that, 
befcre the trial of the action, the defendant should know by which title the 
plaintiff claimed the right. If the case went to trial with the pleading 
as it now stood the defendant might be very much embarrassed. He might 
come prepared with witnesses to prove that the right of way bad not been 
enjoyed for the legal time of prescription, and then find that the plaintiff 
claimed the right under a grant. The defendant was entitled to a short 
statement by the plaintiff of the title by which he claimed the right. The 
right was a legal conelusion from certain facts, and those facts should be shortly 
referred to in the pleading.—Soxicirors, Bell, Brodrick, & Gray ; Goldring 
& Mitchell. 





PgACTICE—AMENDMENT AFTER ORDER ENTERED AND PASSED —MISTAKEN 
Arripavit—Rou es or Court, 1875, orp. 41a, onp. 41, R. 2.—In the case of 
Jackson v. Slaney, before Chitty, J., on the 7th and 11th ivsts., a vesting 
order made upon a petition under the Trustee Acts referred, amongst the 
evidence, to an affidavit which stated that the last surviving trustee was 
believed to have died inteetate, After the order had been drawn upa d 
entered it was discovered that the trustee had made a will which, however, 
contained no devise of trust estates. A difficulty arose as to the proper 
course to be adopted. Cuitty, J., haying been referred to the case of 
Winkley v. Winkley (29 W. B. 628), directed the order to be post-dated 
and amended by adding, amongst the evidence, another affidavit by the 
deponent in explanation of his former affidavit, and stating that the trustee 
died intestate as to trust eatater.—Soxicirors, Hamlin & Grammer, for 
J. P. Cartwright, Chester. 





PracticE—APPLICATION TO STRIKE OFF TRADE-MARK—MOoOTION—BANK- 
RUPTCY OF RESPONDENT—LEAVE TO ADD TRusTEER IN BANKRUPTCY—RULES 
oF Court, 1875, orp, 50, R. 4.—In a case of Re Rowe's Trade-Mark, before 
Chitty, J., on the 8th iost., notice of an application having been given to 
the registered owner of a trade-mark to have the trade-mark struck off the 
register, and the registered owner having liquidated, an ex parte applica- 
tion was made, under ord. 50,r. 4, to add the trustee in bankruptcy as 
respondent to the motion. It appeared that the applicant bad applied 
for an order under tbe rule as an order of course, but the Secretary of the 
Rolls bad declined to make it, on the ground that the rule referred to was 
not applicable to motions. It was mentioned on behalf of the applicant 
that, although the expression employed in the rule was “action,” yet there 
was no other provision relating to motions or otber proceedings not being 
actions, and it would, therefore, seem that the role must include motions. 
Roffey v. Miller (24 W. B. 109), and Darcy v. Whittaker (24 W. R. 244), were 
referred to as showing that orders under the rule were as ‘‘of course,” 
and Re Atkins’ Estate (24 W. BR. 39 L. R.1 Ch. D. 82), and Re Dynevor 
Duffryn Coltieries Company (W. N., 1878, p. 199), were cited as cases where 
Hall, V.C., bad held that the rule was applicable to petitions. Cnitry, J., 

aid that be felt ro difficulty in holding that the rule was applicable to 
motions, and granted the leave asked for,—Soticitors, Card ; Hali § Rook. 





Loutep Company—Mis sTaTeMENT IN ProsPECTUS—RECTIFICATION OF 
ReoisteR—MATERIALITY OF Mis-staTEMENT.—In the case of Phillips y. The 
Great Western Electric Light and Power Company, also before Chitty, J., on 
the 8th inst., an application was made by a shareholder to have his name 
strock cff the list of the company’s shareholders, on the ground of mis- 
representation contained in the prospectus issued by the company. The 
statement complained of in the prospectus was, in effect, that the company 





had secared from another company a concession of exclusive user in 
district named of dynamo machines and arc lamps aod the Lane-Fox 
incandescent lamp. This statement, so far as the Lane-Fox lamp wag 
concerned, was incorrect, bat it was contended on bekalf of the compan: 
that the mis-statement was an immaterial one, as the Lane-Fox lamp way 
the least valuable of the inventions which were the subject of the concession, 
Curtry, J., said that it was not competent for persons who had issued g 
prospectus which, from beginning to end, had recommended as one of itg 
leading attractions this particular Lane-Fox invention to afterwards say, for 
the purpose of upholding their prospectus, that the invention was of little 
or no valae, and, therefore, not a chief attraction in the prospectus, 
Without expressing any opinion on the value of the invention, either one 
way or the other, be considered that a mis-statement had been made, and 
the application must therefore be granted.—Soticirors, Blewitt ¢ Tyler. 





TRUSTEE AND CESTUI QUE TRUST—Prorit BY TrusTezE—ACCOUNT.—In a 
case of Bennett v. The London Gas Light and Coke Company and others, before 
Pearson, J., on the 11th inst., a question arose as to bow far a trustee can 
make use of his position to make a profit for hinself. On the 14th of 
November, 1879, R. W. Wallace, trading as R. W. Wallace & Co., being in 
difficulties, assigned all his property to four of his priccipal creditora ag 
trustees for the benefit of all of them. At that time he was agent to the gas 
company for the sa'e of sulphate of ammonia, haviog been appointed by 
them under an agreement, dated November, 1877, for a period of three years, 
determinable, however, upon notice at an earlier date, and such notice had, 
at the date of the above assignment, been given, and the agreement deter- 
tuined. The gas company, however, with the consent of Wallace, on the 
14th of November, 1879, appointed Blagden and Wightman, two of the 
trustees, agents for the ren.ainder of the aforesaid term. In the month of 
July, 1880, before it had expired, Blagden being aware, as be alleged, that the 
gas company would not renew their agency contract with himself and Wight. 
man as trustees for the creditors of Wallace on the same, or, indeed, on any 
terms, without the knowledge of his co-trastees, entered into negotiations with 
the said company through their secretary, and, at the expiration of the term, 
obtained the agency for his firm of Blagden and Angus. Angus was 
neither a trustee of the creditors’ deed, nor s defendant in the action. Pear. 
son, J., following the rule laid down by the House of Lords in the case of 
Hamilton v. Wright (9 Cl. & Fin. 111), beld that Blagden could not be per, 
mitted to retain any portion of the profit made by him under the agency con- 
tract of Blagden and Angus, and that he mut render an account of all 
profits so made by him.—Sonicirors, W. B. Styer; Bedford § Monier Wil- 
liams ; Mercer & Mercer ; M, J. Burn. 


Emptoyers’ Liapitity Act, 1880—Person TO WHOSE OrpgERs THE 
WorKMAN WAS BounD TO Conrorm.—In the case of Bunker vy. The Mid- 
iand Railway Company, before the Queen’s Bench Division on the 12th inst,, 
@ quettion arose under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880. The pela 
by his father end next friend Samuel Bunker, sued the Midland Railway 
Oompany, under sub-section 3 of section 1 of the Employers’ Liability Act, for 
damages for injuries sustained by him. The case was tried in the City of London 
Court, before Mr. Commissioner Kerr, on the 18th of August last, and the 
material facts were as follows :—The plaintiff, a boy under the age of fifteen 
years, was, at the time of receiving the injuries complained of, in the service 
of the defendant company, and on the day in question was employed in one 
of the defendants’ two-horse vans, under the control of a foreman named 
Parker. Parker told the plaintiff to drive the sav. Tle plaintiff did a, 
and while so driving received the injuries complained of. The act of negli- 
gence alleged was the order to drive, given by a peraon to whose orders 
plaintiff was bound to conform, but which order was against the company’s 
rules, There is a printed rule of the defendant company (of which the 
plaintiff!’ was awerr) which provides that no person under the age of fifteen 
years shall diive a van belonging to the company. The plaintiff was non 
suited. A rule nisi to set aside the nonsuit was obtained in the Queen's 
Bench Division. Tbe court (Hawkins and Sterney, JJ.), in diecharging 
the rule, said that sub-section 3 of section 1 provides that the injury must be 
caused ‘‘by reason of the negligence of any perscn in the tervice of the 
employer to whose orders or directions the workman, st the time of the 
injury, was bound to conform, and did conform, where such injury resulted 
from bis having so conformed.’”’ The section says to whose orders at the time 
he was bound to conform. Here the order was directly contrary to the com- 
pany’s rules, of which rules the plaintiff was aware. Hence the plaintiff was 
not bound to conform to this order, in fact, he would have been justifid in 
refusing to obey it, and so the section did not apply. The nonswit was 
right.—Soxicrtors, Miller & Co, ; Beale, Marigold, & Co. 


Witit—Incorroration—C opicit—List or Lecacies—IpkgNTIFICATION,— 
In the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division on the 12th inst., a motion 
was made, in a case of In te Goods of Daniell, for a grant of probate of a will 
and codicil under the following ci:cumstances:—The testator had on the 5th 
of May, 1882, duly executed a will. ‘nthe 26:h, of May he handed to lis 
brother a paper which was headed, ‘‘ A list of small sums of money,” which was 
signed by himself. It commenced with the worde, ‘I request you to 
these donations,” among which were “five pounds to Sarah Jane Randall,” 
and it concluded as follows:—‘' To be given after my death from the m 
in the bank.” On the 30th of June the testator addreesed to his brother 
following letter:—‘‘ Dear Brother William, —It is my wish and will toleaveafier 
my death to Saran Jane Randall, instead of five pounds which { name on the 
legacies which I gave you, my wish is nineteen pounds, nineteen shillings, and 
six pounds, besides all her wages belonging to her, and I wish you to hand over 


Dec. 16, 1882. 
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to her after my death, as she has been a gool servant.” This letter bore the 
signature of the testator and of two witnesses, The brother of the testator 
bad not been named an executor under the will. In support of the motion it 
was urged that the letter was a duly attested codicil and incorporated the list 
of legacies. HANNEN, P., said that the letter of the 30th of June was entitled to 
probate as aduly attested codicil, He also thonght that it sufficiently referred 
to and identified the paper of the 26th of May, since it not only referred ex- 
pressly to one of the legacies therein named, but used the words, ‘legacies 
which I gave,” in the plaral. The list of legacies, being sufficiently identi- 
fied, was incorporated in the coiicil, and was, therefore, entitled to probate 
sith the will and codici).—Soiicrtogs, Burton, Yeates, Hart, & Burton. 





SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
Hic Covat or Justice.—Qoeen’s Bence Division. 
(Sittings in Banc before Denman and Manisry, JJ.) 
Dec, 12.—In the Matter of William Eastburn, a Solicitor. 

A rule bad been obtained in this case calling apon the above-named 
solicitor to show cause why he should not be struck off the rolls. 

No one, however, appeared on bis behalf, and from a lettcr of bis, which 
was read by counsel on the other side, it appeared that he admitted the mis- 
conduct with which he was charged. 

Murray, in statiog the case on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society, said 
the defendant was a solicitor practising at Otley, in Yorkshire, and his alleged 

isconduct consisted in this—that, having been appviated to act as solicitor 
by the executors of the will of a pergon named Lamb, he had misappropriated 
asum of £40 which, by the terms of the will, had been left as a legacy to 
the testator’s sister. A cheque for the amount h:d been drawn by the defend- 
ant in favour of himself and signed by the executors, but instead of paying 
overthe proceeds he bad appropriated them to his own use, and the legacy, in 
fact, had never been raid. } 

Dgnman,'J,, said there didnot appear to be any witigating circumstances in 
the case, and there was therefore no other conrs3 open to the court but the 
painfal one of striking ths defendact off the rolls. , 
“’Manisty, J., concurred. 

Rule absolute accorJingly.—7imes, 











LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr, Francis Atrrep CoBBoLn, golicitor (of the firm of Cobbold, Sons, & 
Rouse), of Ipswich, has heen appointed Clerk to the Commissioners of 
Sewers for the Levela of Falkesham and Felixgtowe. Mr. Oobbold was 
admitted a solicitor in 1876. 

Mr. Pavz Ocravivus HaytHorne Reep, solicitor (of the firm of Reed & 
Cook), of Bridgewater, has heen appointed Clerk to the North Petherton 
United District School Board. Mr. Reed was admitted a solicitor in 1849, 
He is clerk to the Bridgewater Board of Guardians, School Board, and 
Highway Board, and superingendent registrar for the district. His partner, 
Mr. James Cook, ig town olerk of Bridgewater. 

Mr. James Norton Dicgons, soligitor (of the firm of Watson & Dickons), 
of Bradford, hag been elected President of the Bradford Incorporated Law 
Soviety for the ensuing year. 

Mr. Wattace Gixt, solicitor, of Middleaborough, Saltburn, and Knares- 

rough, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 

preme Court of Judicature, 

Mr. Atpert Venn Dicey, barrister, who has been elected to the Pro- 

mip of Common Law, which bas been yacant since the death of Mr. 
John Robert Kenyon, Q.0., was educated at Balliol College, where he 
graduated first clags in classics in 1858. He obtained the Arnold Prizoin 
1860, and was subsequently elected a Fellow of Trinity College. He was 
galled to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1863, and he is a 
member of the Northera Circuit. In 1875 he was appointed standing 
Counsel to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, and ia 1880 he was 
4 commissioner for inquiring inte the existence of corrupt practices in the 
tity of Canterbury. 

Mr. Henrgy Tuomas Wrenrorps ey, Chief Jugtice of Western Australia, 
has been appointed Chief Justice of the Colony of Fiji, in succession to Sir 
John Gorrie, who has been appointed Chief Justice of the Leeward Islands. 
Chief Jastice Wrenfordsley is a graduate of Trinity College, Dablin. He 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Kagter Term, 1863, and he 
was momber of the old Norfolk Circuit. He was appointed a puisne 
jadge in the Mauritins in 1877, and Advocate-General for that colo py in 
ap lowing year. He has bean Chief Juatica of Western Australia since 


Mr. Guarrer Carappock Grirrrra, barrister, has been appointed an 
Assistant Secretary to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, Mr, Griffith 
No called to the bar at the Taner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1869. He 


been for several years chief clerk to the Commissioners of Inland 
ue, 


A T. Taorowaoon, solicitor (of the firm of Thorowgood & Tabor), of 41, 
d-row, London, has been appointed a Commissioner to aiminister Oaths 
in the Supreme Court of Judieuture. 
Mr. Cuantes J, MacCorua, solicitor, of 15, Fenchurch-street, London, 


appointed a Commissioner of the Supreme Court of the Col f 
Vietoria for taking Affidavits, &o., in Bugland. ¥ , vars 





THE LONDON SITTINGS AND THE 
ROYAL COURTS. 


Mr. Joun Hottams has addregsej the following letter to the Times on this 
subject :— 

Will you allow me to express a hope that the Common Council will not 
give undue weight to what eppeats to have passed at the meeting of 
solicito's heldon Tuesday last ? It was not in my power to at’end, bat, so 
far as I can learn, with all deference to those who appear to have taken part 
in the discussion, they were hardly entitled materially toiofluence the decisioa 
of the question. 


Indeed, on referring to the list of 253 causes entered for trial at the present 
Guildhall sittings, it would seem that the majority of those who spoke are 
not professionally engaged in any of the cases. I think, therefore, that the 
unanimous report of the Counc'l of the Incorporatei Law Society in favour of 
the change is entitled to greater weight than the view of ths majority at Tues- 
day’s meeting. On that occasion many well-known and experienced practitioners 
in the City appser to have been conspicuous by their absence, which absence is 
probably to be accounted for by the supposition that the change was so 
evidently desirable as to be a foregone conclusion. The City authorisies 
donbtless acted with the best intentions in calling the meeting, bat I 
venture to suggest that a great migtake was made in inviting the attend- 
ance of some hundreds of solicitors who had leisure to speak on a matter a3 
to which many of them had little personal knowledge, instead of ascer- 
taining the views of the comparatively few who are qualified to give the 
resalé of much practical experience. 


Having during many years bee: profezsionally engaged in a@ con- 
tiderable nom er of causes tried at the Guildhall, I confidently assert that 
it is most desirable, in the interests of the suitors, and also in the 
interes's of the practitioners, that the proposed change should be at 
once made, Weill-founded complaints have long been urged of the 
present system, and it will be uopardonable if there is any delay in 
changing it. 

Hitherto the merchants and others having important commercial causes for 
trial in London have only had three opportunities in the year of having their 
cases heard. Sittings, usaally of about fourteen days’ duration, have been 
held at intervals, Before the Judicature Act, the periods at which the sittings 
were held were fixed by Act of Parliament, but they are now uncertain. At 
these sittings, six courts have commonly sat at the same time, and the result 
has been much confusion arising from the counsel more intimately acquainted 
with mercantile and shipping law, and not unfrequently the solicitors also, 
being engaged in cases going on in eeveral courts at onetime. Few suitors 
who have had experience in such litigation have escaped the vexation and 
disappoiatment resulting from this state of things, and bitter complaints have 
been made of counsel and others. But the real fault bas been in the system 
which has necessitated the business being transacted at these insufficient 
sittings and in this spasmodic manner. 


If the City causes are for the future tried, as I venture to hope will be 
the case, at the new Law Courts, there will be no occasion for these evils, 
It may, I hope, be anticipated that the City business will be taken contem- 
poraneously with other business, in like manner as the shipping cases in the 
Admiralty Division are taken, and it may be anticipated that, as in that 
court, certain members of the bar, who are familiar with mercantile and 
shipping law and usages, will be in attendance and be able to give due atten- 
tion to the cases intrusted to them. 


The Guildhall sittings bave hitherto occupied six courts about six weeks 
in each year. In other words, the business has been equal to about thirty- 
six weeks’ work for one court. That time has seldom been sufficient for the 
due disposal of the business, and lamentable expense and inconvenience 
have resulted from the necessity of postponing cases in consequence of the 
vant of time to try them, and many and many a suitor has relinquished his 
rights rather tan encounter the consequences of these delays. It cannot 
be doubted that if arrangements were mado to take the City business 
deliberately and continuously throughout the legal year the business would 
materially increase. At the same time, it may be hoped that the 
new rales of procedare will considerably lessen the number of causes for 
which juries are summoned, many of which are unguited for that mode of 
trial. This will tend to expedite business. Ia any view one jadge (but 
not necessarily the same judge), with perhaps occasional assistance, would 
probably be able to dispose of all the City causes proper in the course of 
the year. 


Sach a system as I venture to suggest would, moreover, enable the judge, 
as is constantly done in the Admiralty Court, to arrange to take a case out of 
turn if it appear that by reason of the witnesses being about to leave the 
country or on other urgent grounds, such course should seem to be right. 
Under the present system this is impracticable, and when, a3 often happens, 
important witnesses are about to leave, it is either necessary to take their 
evidence out of court, which is always costly and seldom satisfactory, or the 
trial is deferred until they returo. This is, ro doubt, sometimes conyenicat 
to a defendant who has no motive for hastening the trial, bat it is not con- 
dacive to the ends:of justice, 

I do not deny that the Guildhall is more easily accessible to most of those 
engaged in City cases than the new Law Courts, but thedifference in distance 
can hardly be said to be very material. Be this, howover, as it may, my 
experience convinces me that the advantages of the change greatly h 
the disadvantages. In fact, the suitors, who are entitled to the first considera- 
tion, are deeply interested in putting an end to a state of things from which 
they have suffered far tog long, 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours ExAaMINATION, 
November, 1882. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll of 
solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recommended the 
ollowing gentlemen as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


First Crass. 
[In order of merit.] 

Thomas Henry Field Lapthorn, who served his clerkship with Mr, Edward 
Walter Haines, of London. 

Edward Jenks, who served bis clerkship with Mr. James Frederick Rob‘n- 
son, of London. 

Frederick Hervey Harvey-Samuel, who served his clerkship with Mr, 
Frederick Price, of Birmingbam, and Mr. Samuel Horace Candler, of London. 

James Arthur Hudson, who served bis clerkship with Mr. Henry Brierley, 
of Rochdale. 

Szcoxp Crass. 
[In alphabetical order. ] 

George Beverley Wyatt Digby, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Wyatt Digby, of London. 

William Oxley Forster, who served his clerkship with Mr. Jobn James 
Domville Botterell, of Sunderland and London. 

John Graham, who served his clerkship with Mr. Silas George Saul, of 
Carlisle. 

Charles Hodson Kent, who cerved his clerkship with Mr. Richard Arthur 
Wilson, of Salisbury. 

Edwin Perkins Ridley, who served his clerkship with Mr. Howard Samuel 
Winnett, of London. 

Samuel Henry Stockwood, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Stock- 
wood, of Bridgend. 

Harry Cranfuird Thomson, who served bis clerkship with Mr, Edward 
Sidewick, of London. 

John Tweedale, who served his cle:kship with Mr. Joseph Walker, of Leeds. 


Turrp Crass. 
[In alphabetical order.] 

— Alsop, who served his clerkship with Mr. Johan Whitboorne, of Teign- 
mouth. 

Leopard George Bolingbroke, who served his clerkship with Mr, John 
Oddin Howard Taylor, of Norwich. 

Benjamin Boothroyd, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Henry 
Palmer, of Doncaster. j 

David Davis, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph Ansell, of Birming- 


T. 
Walter Gerald Gurney, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Batten 
Winterbotham, of Cheltenbam, 
John Herbert Hall, who cerved his clerkship with Mr. John Hall, of Bolton. 
— Knight, who served his clerkship with Mr. Ciarsnee Harcourt, of 
on, 


William Argent Pilgrim, who served his clerkship with Mr. Stephen 
Pilzrim, of Hinckley. 

Arthur Brown Porter, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Towlin- 
son Page, of Lincoln. 

William Thomas Munby Snow, B.A., who eerved his clerkship with Mr. 
Henry Mountrich James, of Exeter. 
an Waldron, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Plews, of 

ndon. 

The Council of tie Incorporated Law Scciety have accordingly given class 
certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Lapthorn, the prize of the Honourable Society of Clement's-inn— 
value 10 guineas ; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 25 guineas. 

To Mr. Jenks, the prize of the Honourable Society of C)ifford’s-inn—value 
five guineas, 

To Mr, Harvey-Samuel, the prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn— 
value five guineas. 

To Mr. Hudson, the prize of the Incorporated Law Society—valae five 
guineas. 

The council have given clase certificates to the candidates in the sccond 
and third classes. 

The namber of candidates who attended the examination was eighty-eight. 





Mr. Justice Wetkin Williems has been suffering from an attack of blood 
poisoning caused by over-exertion and exposure to polluted air. The learned 
jadge ie, however, now convalescent, 


An address, says the Morning Post, was presented to the judge, Mr. 
Serjeant Wheeler, at the Marylebone Court-house Jast week. hon wasa 
foll bar, and the court was crowded. At the conclusion Serjeant Wheeler 
spoke a few words of thanks, The address was presented by Mr, John Scaife, 
the senior practitioner present, the whole ber standing meanwhile, The 
addriss was from solicivors practising at the court, aud expressed the 
pe Poet me and indignation with which they had heard of certain vulger 
and natored, not to say libellous articles, which had recently red in a 
loeel evening paper, r flecting upon the way ia which justice was administer:d 
in the court, The subscribers stated that they felt it but jost to the learned 


COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Joint Stock ComPanizs. 


Lrmirgp In CHANCERY sgh 
Anwort Broruzrs AND Company, Limitep.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec?, 

directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Dec 16. Goldring an itchell, Southamp. 
ton st, Bloomsbury, solicitors for the joners ay 

Buiazw Cagtaw Unirep Leap Mixzs Company, Limrrep.—Petition for winding » 

sented Dec 7, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Saturday, Dec 
ughes, Bedford row, solicitor for the petitioner _ ee 

Bourne Brick anp Lime Company, Limitgp.— Petition for votes up, presented Deg 
5, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Dec 16, Lovell and Co, Gray’s inn sq, 

agents for Druitt, Bournemouth, solicitor for the petitioners 

Commerciat Union Banx, Liuttep.—Petition for ing | up, presented Deo §, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., at the Rolls Court, Chancery lane, on Satur 

day, Dec 16. Beall and Co, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioners 

Dats Corrzz Company, Limirep.—By an order made by ge ge J., dated Nov 18, it 

Within om nag he ommeey be wound up. Bellamy and Co, Bishopsgate 
i solicitors for ioner 

Frencxe Date Corres Company, Limitzp.—By an order made by Chitty, dated Nov 18, 
was ordered ny 2 bd ord be wound up. Bellamy and Co, Bishopsgate s 
ithin, solicitors for the jioner 

Frencn Zorpone Goma, Lrurrep.—Chitty, J., has fixed Dec 18 at 11 at his 
chambers for the appointment of an official on ae god , 

Grgave Company, Luarrep.—Creditors are red, on or before Dec 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the eos © their debts or claims, to John Robert 
Pilling, Bonk bldgs, Bacup. day, Jan 12 at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adju ing upon the debts and claims 

Gneys Brewsry Company, Liurrep.—Chitty, J., has fixed Monday, Dec 18 at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 1 

JENKINSON AND Day, Limitep.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 8, directed to 
be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Dec 16, Goldberg and Vangdon, West st, Finsbury 
circus, solicitors for the jioners Dee 

Marsgxy Woop Worxine Company, Liurtep.—Petition for winding up, presented Deo 
8, directed to be heard before Fry, J., on Friday, Jan12, Kime, Beatard row, agent 
for Buck and Co, Southport, solicitors for the petitioners __ 

Mynypp Gorppv Leap Ming, Liwitsp.—Petition for winding oo Dec 5, 
directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C.,on Saturday, Dec 16, and Chave, 
Gt Winchester st bldgs, solicitors for the petitioner ‘ F 

Nationa, Arms anp AMMUNITION Company, LiuitEp.—Petition for winding h4 

resented Dec 8, directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on Dec 16. Stibbard and 
hall st, agents for Rowlands and Co, Birmingham, solicitors for the petitioner 

Otp Eneiise Hore, Company, Liirsp.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec8, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Dec 16. Johnson and Weatheralls, King’s 
Bench walk, Temple, agents for Burdekin and Co, Sheffield, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner 

PionezRr Minine Company, Limitep.—By an order made by Fry, J., dated Nov 27, it 
was ord the company be wound up. McDiarmid and Teather, Newman's 
court, Cornhill, solicitors for the petitioner y Rigo 

RotHernam ALuM any CuemicaL Company, Limitep.—Petition for winding up, pre 
sented Dec 8, directed to be before Bacon, V.C., on Dec 16. Grundy and Co, 
Chancery lane and Manchester, solicitors for the petitioner : 

Russia Copper Company, Liuirep.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 7, directed 
to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Dec 16, Lake and Co, New sq, solicitors 
for the petitioners nd ee 

Santa Cruz Su_puur anv Coprzr Company, Liuitzp.—Petition for winding up, pre 
sented Dec 1, d to be heard before Chitty, J., at the Rolls Court, oe 

Beall and Co, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the 





lane, on Saturday, Dec 16, 
tioner 
[Gasette, Dec. 8.] 
C. W. Merrer anv Co, Limitzp.—F ry, J., has, Ld an order dated Nov 24, appointed 
official liquidator 


—. Chandler, 15, Coleman st, to be 

Dats Corres Company, Limitzp.—Chitty, J., has fixed Thursday, Dec 21 at 11, at bis 

chambers, for the appointment of an o! cial Zenitener 

Gzorer Drover anv Company, Limitep,—Petition for winding w resented Dec 8, 
di: to before Kay, J., on Jan 12, Vallance and eltance, Essex #, 
Strand, solicitors for the petitioners af 

Greavz Company, Limrrep.—Bacon, V.C., has, by an order dated Nov 17, appointed 
John Robert Pilling, Bank bldgs, Bacup, to be official liquidator 

Greys Bezwery Company, Limitep.— an order mode by Chitty, J., dated Dec %, 
it was orde’ the above company be wound up, Croft, Union ct, Old Broad #, 
solicitor for the petitioner . 

Homer Hut Cortizey Company, Liuirep.—By an order made by Chitty, J, dated 

» it was o that the voluntary winding up of the above company be 

continued, Burton and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Johnson and Co, Bir 
mingham, solicitors for the petitioner 

Sr. Paut’s Proprietary Cottecs, Limirep.—By an order made by Kay, J., dated Deo 

be continued, Torr 


1, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the collo; 
and Co, Bedford row, agents for Id an: ce, Abingdon 

XIXtu Cewrvey Patina Company, Lrurrzp.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated 
Nov 30, it was the company be wound up. Nokes, Case Victoria st, 


solicitor for the petitioners 


County Patating ov LANCASTER, 
Liwirsp 1s OnAncEry. 
Mexszy Woop Worxine Company, Limitep.—Petition for winding "P presented Dec 
8 be heard before Bristowe, V.C., on Jan 9. Dixon and Syers, Liverpool, 


’ 
solicitors for the itioner 
ase [ Gazette, Deo. 12.) 


Frienphy SocreTizs DIsso.ven. 
Lorat Union Lopes, Inperznpewt Oxpzr ov Opp Fetrows, Manouzstsr Usitt, 
Union Inn, Abersychan, Monmout! 9 
Tsapxeman’s Furznpix Socizty, Crown Inn, Claydon, Suffolk. Dec 8 
{ Gasette, Dec. 12.) 


(Gazette, Dec. 12.] 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
LAST DAY OF PROOF.,, 


Carun, Exizanetu, Rhyl, Flint. Jan1. Capel v Owen, Kay, J. Roberts, Liangefal 

Et11s, Tuomas iaasnees, Princes #q, ‘Kennington park, Jan 1, Colletto v Ellis, Kay, 
J. Collette and Collette, TAncoln’s inn flelds 

Founxs, Cuanras Wentwoutn, West Willow, Wilts, Gent, Jan 11, Forbes v Forbes 
Kay, J. Nicholls, Old <oney chmbrs 

Hensuaw, Wii1tam, North rd, Clapham park rd. Dec 21, Lewis v Porter, Bacoy 
V.0. Cobb, Lincoln's inn fields 

Hovason, Catnn, son, Botchergate, Carlisle, Gent. Doc 19, Clough v Reddish, Cat 
lisle District Registry, Registrar of the Carlisle District, Thornburn, Carlisle l 





serjeant, a6 it was & pleasure to them, to express their sincere sympathy on 
his being 90 upjustly and undeservedly assailed, ee 


— Joun, worth, York, Blacksmith, Dec 21, Slack v Staingliffe, Kay, 
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Wits, Jonny, Carter lane, Solicitor. Dec 30, Jaques v Wills, Kay, J. Wills, St 
Swithin’s lane 


; (Gazette, Nov. 28.] 
BatpEerstoy, Joun, Wrangle, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 30. Balderston v Rannard, 


Chitty, J. Ingoldby, 
Hants. Dec 30. Jones v Broadbent, Chitty, J. 


BRoaADBENT, THOMAS, 
des, Wakefield 

Forszs, CHARLES WENTWORTH, West Wellow, Wilts, Gent. Jan1l. Forbes v Forbes, 
Kay, ‘+ ———. Old Jewry chmbrs York, Ch Jen? 

Giornz, THomas HapFIEtp, bury, Yor! emist. Jan7. Gloyne v Rawsthorne 
con Pet Bl sisi Holyhead, Anglesea, ‘iiss ; 

Hvueues, Hue Pritcnarp, Blac! » Hol > ‘ounder. Dec 30. 
Parry v Hughes, Bacon, V.C. Roberis, Holyhead 

Levitt, MarMADUKE, Camden rd, Holloway. Dec 29. Farmiloe y Levitt, Chitty, J. 
Sawbridge, Milk st, Cheapside 

Isoxp, Ricnarp, West Felton, Salop, Innkeeper. Dec 20. Sides v Cottle, Kay, J. 
Simpson and Co, Furnival’s inn 

Parsons, Franx, Leather lane, Holborn, Butcher. Dec 29. Skinner v Parsons, Chitty, 
ea" Pu, Chesterfield, Derby, So 

SurPton, JosErH, Ches' rr licitor. Jan6, Shi Vv i x 
Shipton, Chesterfield ois Ce ee 

TuorNkEycrort, Joun, Congleton, Chester, Retired Mechanic, and Jane THoRNEY- 
crort, Congleton. Jan 7. sro" Thorneycroft, District Registrar, Man- 
chester. Heywood and Son, Manchester 

Gazette, Dec. 1.] 


r 
ConmncHam, CHARLES ConInGHAM, Bun Suffolk . Jan 6, Coningham v 
Stephenson, Kay, J. Jackson, Fesex ot Stand » ies . 
Cuttum, Caries, C hinton, Cambridge, Farmer. Dec 30, Barton v Cullum, 
Chitty, J. Prior, Camb’ 
Hueuss, Rev. Richarp Jonzs Gwrwwe, Liandilo, Carmarthen. Dec 30, Davies v 
— es Mes poem ee eg no Bes 
NEESHAW, JANE HARMAN, sea, Southamption, 31. Hobso Loxley, F 
J. Loxley, Cheapside ; aloo ht ra 
PicxwortH, Rosgrt, Middle Rasen, Lincoln, Yeoman, 3, Pickworth v Favell, 
Kay, J. Rhodes, Market Rasen” ? PO ee 
SavpERrGue, Peter Lewis, Dorking, Surrey, Ironmonger. 8. Wells v Saube: . 
Chitty, J. Gardner, Bloomsburyeq wig cca ae 
«Tig? RicHarp, Bunbury, Chester, Innkeeper. Jan 2, Dodd v Stockton, Bacon, 


berts, Crewe 
[ Gazette, Dec. 5.] 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
Barxer, THomas, Framingham Pigot, Norfolk, Farmer. Feb1. Taylor, Norwich 
Banner, Jamxs, Tonbridge, Kent, Brickmaker. Jan 26. Palmer, Tonbridge 
yy ep MantHa, Middlesbrough, York. Jan 1, Belk and Parrington, Middles- 
roug’ 
Casn, Epwarp, Spilsby, Lincoln, Relieving Officer. Dec 21. Bassitt, Wainfleet 
CunpELL, GkorGk Smitn, Clarence rd, Clapham, Esq. Feb 1. Barnes and Bernard, 
Finsbury circus 
Davizs, Joun, Cheltenham, Gloueester, Retired Lieutenant Colonel of her, Majesty’s 
Indian Army, Dec 30. Walters and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
DuCanz, Rev. Atrrep Rrowarp, Willingale Doe Rectory, nr Ongar, Essex. Dec 26. 
Swinburne and Mills, Bedford row 
DumELprNGER, Apa Mary, Rue de Saussaies, Paris. Dec 23. Vaisey, Tring 
Eres, Witt1am, Charles st, Camberwell New rd. Jan 1, Lousada and Emanuel, 
Austin Friars 
Gover, Rateu Dicxrxson, Willenhall, Stafford, Esq, J.P. Jan 30. Colebourn, Wol- 
verhampton 
Gaxcory, Hannan, Edale, Derby. Dec 30. Bennett and Co, Chapel en le Frith 
HALLIwELL, AGNxs, Liverpool. Dec 30. Tyrer and Co, Liverpool. 
Hupp, Martaa, Stapleton, Gloucester. Dec 25. Dix, Bristol 
Morrison, Lucy, Newport, Monmouth, Dec 27, Lloyd, Newport 
Oxtosy, Jonny, Warter, York, Labourer. Dec 31. Powell and Sargent, Pocklington 
— CHaRgtEs Jamks, Swansea, Glamorganshire, Chemist. Jan 25. Stevens, 
sea 
PRENDIVILLE, Mary Lucy, Bootle, Lancaster. Dec 13. Lynch and Teebay, Liverpool 
Ratupurn, Joszrn, Broughton, Flint, Farmer, Jan 15. | atenend and Co, Chester 
Scorr, Harriet Hester, Henley-on-Thames. Dec 31. Scott, Coleman st 
Viewatr, GARtano Francxsco, Cavendish st. Jan 1. White and Co, Whitehall place, 


inster 
Witttams, Epwarp, Willingham, Cambridge, Farmer. Dec 30, Whitehead, Cam- 


Wootstow, Dantet, Great Harrowden, Northamptor, Retired Farmer. Jan 8 Parker, 
Wellingborough 
Waient, Epwin Arxruvur, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Ironmaster. Jan 1. Corser and 
Co, Wolverhampton 
[ Gazette, Dec. 1.] 











COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court or Mr. Justice 
Date, APPRAL. V. 0. Bacow. Kay. 
Monday, Dec. ...0see008 18 Mr. King Mr. Clowes Mr. Lavie 
Tue AY secccesesccseeee Farrer Pemberton Merivale 
Wednesday .. cecosecccces 20 King Clowes Lavie 
Thursday peccccce. cove Sb Farrer Pemberton Merivale 
ceeerevcereccerses 2a King Clowes Lavie 
Veocsceseses sees Farrer Pemberton Merivale 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Fay. Pearson, Curtry, 
Monday, Dec. ..sseeeese 18 Mr. Jackson Mr, Koe Mr. Tees dale 
Tuesday sovcccce cocvcee 19 Carrington Cobby Ward 
Wednecday...s.scecseess 20 Jackson Koe Teesdale 
Thureday eee seerereece 21 Carrington Cobby Ward 
L) ATES TEETETELE TET ET Jackvon Koe Teeadale 
BY cccccvccccceess 2d Carrington Cobby Ward 


The Christmas Vacation will commeros on Monday, the 25th day of D o mber, 
and terminate on Saturday, the 6th cay of January, 1883, both days inclusive. 





re a Renn 


a SALE OF ENSUING WEEK, 
18.—Mesers, Ex,u1s & Son, at the Mart, at 2 »» Ground Rents 
Mivertisement, Deo. 9, p. 94), F ‘ omy Seer one oF 





LEGAL NEWS. 


Dr. Thomas held an inquest on Monday, at St. Pancras Coroner’s Court, on 
the body of Mr. Frederick Last, a solicitor, aged sixty-two, of Regent’s- 
park-terrace, Regent’s-park, who died suddenly on Friday. The deceased, 
who soffered from diffisulty in breathing, was at business on Wednesday. 
On Friday morning be came downstairs, and shortly afterwards returning 
to his bed-room, he fell down and expired from heart disease. A verdict 
of death from heart disease was returned. 


Mr. Jastice Grove, while presiding in the First Conrt of Q:ieen’s Bench, 
at the Guildhall, on the 7th inst., commented on the bleak and ill-veatilated 
condition of the chamber. After lancheon his lordship, who was engaged 
in trying what promised to be a long commercial case, intimated to coansel 
that he was soffering from a cbill, which he was afraid would prevent him 
from sitting out the tria). Oa his lordship asking the jury, who were sitting 
muffled in greatcoats and wrappers, how they felt, several of them replied 
that they were ‘‘ starving” with cold. 


In view of the opinion expressed at a recent meeting cf the legal profes- 
sion, held in the City, with reference to the removal of trials of Londoa 
Nisi Prius causes to the new Law Courts, the Law and City Courts Com- 
mittee of the Corporation convened a meeting or: Tuesday afternoon in the 
Council Chamber, for the purpose of “‘ ascertaining the views of the leading 
banking, mercantile, insurance, and other firms in the City,” upon the 
question, Mr. Bartlett presided. The meeting was called for two o'clock, 
bat at that hour the memters of the committee only were present, and 
when the proceedings were opened, a quarter of an hour afterwards, there 
were only twelve citizens in the chamber, and at no period did the namber 
exceed twenty.—The chairman, in opening the proceedings, said that 
although the meeting was small, the committee had the views of many in 
writing. So far as convenience. was concerned, he thought the removal 
would be prejudicial to their interests, whether they were required to attend 
as witnesser, suitors, or jarors; but as regarded their liability to serve on 
juries, he thought it might be safeguarded.—In reply to Sir John Bennett, 
the chairman stated that the mejority of opinions received was certainly in 
favour of the removal, but in some cases the opinion was given with a 
reservation as to the citizens not being called upon to serve upon a larger 
number of jories than at ‘present.—Sir John Bennett thought that the 
public convenience would be best studied by all legal matters being brought 
under one roof, remarking that nothing could be more inconvenieat or an- 
comfortable than the narrow City coarts.—Mr, Edwin Lowe that that any 
resolation passed by sosmall a meetiog would have bat little weight ; bat, 
at the invitation of the chairman, he moved, “ That it is expediant that the 
City courts should be removed to the Royal Courts of Justice.”—The reso. 
lation was put and carried (the numbers being nine for and s‘x against), and 
the mecting closed with a vote of thanke to the chairman. 








RECENT SALES, 


At the Stock and Share Auction Company’s sale, held on the 14th inst., 
at their sale-rooms, Crown-court, Old Broad-street, E.C., the following were 
among the prices obtained:—London Fish Market 153. paid, 9s, 61. ; Wynaed 
Perseverance, 7e. ; Appalonia Syndicate, £5 fully paid, £2 17s, 64. ; Emperor 
Fire, £1 paid, 10s.; Columbian Hydraalic, 83; Theatre Ro -lane, 
free admission to sny part of Theatre till the 29th of September, 1333, 
£2 2s, 6d.; Silver Hills, 10; O regum Mines, 2s. 6d. ; California Gold, 
17s. 6d. ; and other miscellaneous securities fetched fair prices. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 





BIRTH. 
Hotmes.—Dec. 5, at Bocking, the wife of Edward Ho'mer, rolici or, of a 
danghter, 
MARRIAGE. 
OLPHERT—WARRBURTON.—Dec, 5, at Monkstown, county Dadlie, Robert F. 
Olphert, barrister-at-law, Ballycoanell, county Donegal, to Frances his, 
daughter of the late Richard Warbarten, of Garryhinch, Qaeen's Coanty, D.L. 


DEATHS. 
Moorr.—N ov. 30, at 71, Great Queen-street, Lincoln’s-inn, William Play tera 
Moore, solicitor, aged 53. 
Tuomas.—Deo, 8, Edu.und Thomae, late of the Middle Temple, barriater-at-he, 
aged 40. 





LONDON GAZETTES, 


Bankrupts, 
Fatpar, Dec. 8, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptoy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 


To Surrender in . 
Come, — Hs, Badmund pl, Aldersgate st, Fur Dealer. Pot Nov 16. Hazlitt. 
at 


Inglia, George, Culmore ni, Peckham. Pet Dee 6. Bre . Dee wath 
Ward, William, ‘Threadneedle st, Stockbroker, Pet Aug i. Pepys. Dee at il 


i ’ 

ponies Fanste, Chasen Kinga, Gieeeesten Butcher, Pet Dec & Gal, 
Withee TW Folkestone, Motn Oct 16, Parley, Canterbury, Dee 22 at 12 
Yoxall, Rdward, Hanley, Stafford, Grocer, Pet Dec@. Teanant, Hanley, Dee $0 at 12 
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TvgEspay, Dec. 12, 1882. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proof of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Abud, Charles Joseph, Cottage rd, Harrow rd. Pet Dec 
Pickering, Jos ph Siddorn, The Parade, Shepherd’s Bush, Surgeon. 


Hazlitt. Jan 10 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
eee John, jun, Nottingham, Auctioneer. Pet Dec 9. "Patchitt. Nottingham, Dec 29 


Sianleton, Harvey, and Francis William Jerrard, Peterborough, Northampton, Corn 
Merchants. Pet Dec7. Gaches. Peterborough, Dec 23 at 12 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farpay, Dec. 8, 1882. 
Grover, Humphrey, Ealing, Grocer. Nov 14 
Guscotte, Thomas, York bldgs, Adelphi, Solicitor. 
Reynolds, Kossuth Mazzini, Andover, Auctioneer. 
Wom)well, Henry, Charles st, St James’s. 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frrpay, Dec. 8, 1882. 

Ainley, Samuel, Henry Hamer, and William Henry Townend, Longwood, near Hudders- 
field, York, Serge Manufacturers. Dec 20 at3 at offices of Laycock and Co, Cloth 
Hall st, Huddersfield 

Armstrong. John, Glasson Dock, Lancaster, Innkeeper. 
Cable st, Lancaster 

Barr, Henry, St Paul’s crescent, Camden sq, Of no occupation. Dec 18 at 2 at office 
of Lewis, Weymouth st, Portland pl 

Pearham, William, Higham, 8 Suffolk, Farmer. Dec 28 at 3 at Three Tuns Inn, Hadleigh. 
Pollard, Ipswich 

Beaven, James Edward, Salisbury, Wilts,Coal Merchant. Dec 21 at 11.30 at office of 


Coates, Market Square offices, Salisbury 
Brewster, Edward Pollard, Norwich, os SS Dec 21 at 12 at Duke’s Palace Inn, 
Dec 21 at 2 


8. Murray. Dec 22 at 11.30 
Pet Dec 7. 


Dec 5 
Nov 27 


Jan 4 at 11 at office of Sharp, 


Duke st, Norwich 

Bromley, bag Redditch, Warwick, Printer. 

Prospect hill, Redditch 

Brooshooft, William Edward, Wimbledon, Surrey, Solicitor’s Clerk. Dec 23 at 1 at 36, 
Southampton bldgs, Chancery lane. Allen 

Burkinshaw, John Hall, Sheffield, York, Tool Manufacturer. Dec 21 at 3 at offices of 
Smith and Co, Meeting house lane, Bank st, Sheffield 

Camm, George, "Nottingham, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 19 at 12 at offices of Thorpe and 
Thorpe, Friar lane, Nottingham 

Cheney, Thomas, Newington causeway, Saddler. 
Worthington, Walworth P 

Cliffe, Alfred, Huddersfield, Engineer. Dec 22 at 3 at offices of Sykes and Son, Market 
st, Huddersfield 

Cook, George, — Brighton, Sussex, Builder. 
Duke st, Brig’ 

Dapion, Sch, F Hecetora, Baker. Dec 21 at 2.30 at Wellington Hotel, Gloucester. Corner, 

erefor! 
Davies, ae Grocer. Dec 19 at 12 at 2, Water st, Pembroke Dock. Brown, 


Pembroke 
Davies, John, Liwydcoed Llanon, Carmarthen, Land Surveyor. Dec 21 at 11 at 40, 


at offices of Williams, 


Dec 18 at 11 at 55, Walworth road 


Dec 21 at 12 at offices of Cockburn, 


Thomas st, Llanelly. Rees and Co, Lianelly 
Dewse, Henry, York, Hotel Keeper. Dec 20 at 11 at offices of Anderson and Lythe, 
Stonegate, York 


Dec 22 at 11.30 at offices of 
Dec 22 at 11 at 


Dickinson, William, High Harrowgate, York, Grocer. 
Richardson and Byron, Harrogate 

Farbrother, a, Milton-under-Wychwood, Oxford, Innkeeper. 
offices of Kilby and Mace, West st, Chipping Norton 

— George, Cornborough, near Sheriff Hutton, York, Farmer’s Foreman. Dec 20 at 

1 at offices of Wilkinson, St Helen’s sq, York 

Fisken, Thomas Robert Hay, Leeds, Machine Manufacturer. Dec 20 at 3 at Law 
Institution, Albion pl, Leeds. Simpscn and Burrell, Leeds 

Gilman, James, Leek, Stafford, Silk Manufacturer. Dec 21 at 11.30 at office of Hacker 
and Allen, St Edward’s st, 

Gosling, Henry, Waltham Cross, Hertford, Stonemason. Dec 16 at 11 at office of Boul- 
ton, Gresham bldgs, Guildhall 

Green, Richard, Birkenhead, Chester, Grocer. Dec 21 at 3 at office of Sherratt, Hamil- 
ton 4q, Birkenb 

Green, William, onl Darlington, Confectioner. Dec 20 at 11 at King’s Head Hotel, 

Darlington. Barro 

— — Lianfalteg, Carmarthen, Farmer. 


Dec 22 at 11 at office of Lewis, 

Harper Charles Grainger, Dudley, Worcester, Cabinet Maker. Dec 18 at 10 at office of 
d, Wolverhampton st, dle 

Dec 20 at 11.30 at office of Sworder and Longmore, 


Harris, John, Hertford, Butcher. 
Castle st, Hertford 

Harrison, Woodthorpe, Timberland, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 28 at 2 at Gt Northern Hotel, 
Lincoln. bg eee Grantham 

Hayes, Patrick, Lansdowne rd, Notting Hill, Gent. Dec 20 at 3 at Law Institation, 
Chancery lane. Morten and C utler, Newgate st 

Hazlewood, Dies’ Oldbury, Worcester, Saddler. 
Charch st, Oldbu 
= James, Northwich, Chester, Togas Po ‘anager. Dec 23 at 11.30 at offices of Capper 
and Son, Dickenson et, Manchester etcher, Northwich 

Helm, John, and Charles Wesley Galliford, Breer st, Wandsworth Bridge rd, Builders. 
Dee 19 at 3 at offices of Montagu and Co, Gray’s inn sq 

Hemmings, James Vrederick, Hastings, Sussex, Innkeeper. Dec 19 at 3 at offices of 
Neve, London rd, St Leonard’ # on Sea 

Heron, Charles, Birmingham, Dealer in Toys. 
Vachell, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Hickebottom, Thomas, Birmingham, Brewer, Dec 18 at 3 at offices of Ratcliff, Bennett's 
hill, Birmingham 

Higgs, Charles, Barnstaple, Devon, Builder. 
Bridge Hall chmbrs Barnstaple 

Hill, Eirie, Norwich, Wholesale Grocer. 
st. Sadd and Linay, Norwich 

Hirst, Godfrey, Whitby, York, Jet Ornament Manufacturer, 
White, mopaon’s yd, Flowergate, Whitty 

Hopkins, Charles, Ciaines, Worcester, Wheelwright, Dec 22 at 3 at offices of Stallard, 

int at, Worcester 
Housley, jm Sheffield, File Cutter. Dec 16 at 11 at offices of Unwin, Queen street, 


Hucklesby, Albert, Luton, Bedford, Plait Merchant. Dec 20 at 3 at the Red Lion Hotel 

Caatle st, Laton, Ywen and Roberts, Laton 
Jacot a Hanover st, Regent st, Cabinet Maker, Dec 29 at 2 at Hughes and Co, 
Jenene ‘Tobert, Birmingham, Milliner, Dec 14 at 3 at office of Thomas, Waterloo st, 
Seem 9 ors bw megane York, out of bisiness, Dec 15 at 10 at office of 


Pra «9 Albert rd, Middlest 
, Liverpool, Irom patestores, a, Sikeiag 


GaSe tgs ad ee dee 2 ansion House, Bi. 


Dec 23 at 10 at office of Bonser, 


Dee 20 at 2 at offices of Dale and 


Dec 21 at 2 at offices of Chanter and Co, 
Dec 21 at 1 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham 
Dec 22 at 11 at offices of 





Dec 20 at 11 at office of Morris, Red 


=, Degjeais, Carmarthen, Road Contractor. 

st, Carma: 

Jones, James, Carméithen, General Dealer. Dec 18 at 11 at offie of Morris, Red -st) 
Carmarthen 

Jones, Josepli Fletcher, Manchester, Piandforte Dealer. Dec 20 at 3 at office of Lucas, 
Gt Marlborough st, in lieu of the place and time originally named 

Jordan, William Tones, Birmingham, Plumber. Dec 21 at 11 at office of Mallard, New. 
hall chmbrs, Newhall st, Birmingham 


_— William George, jun, Deptford. Kent, Dairyman. Dec 18 at 3 at office of Howard 
Shelton, Maitland house, Greenwich rd, Greenwich ; 
Kerwi ward Augustus, Eastbourne, Sussex. Dec 27 at 3 at Dolphin Hotel, Chi. 


chester.. Janman, Chichester 

Kitching, William, and Frank Kirkby, Huddersfield, York, — Merchants. Dec 21 
at 3.30 at office of Middleton, Calverley chbrs, Victoria 8q, Lee 

Knibb, James, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Cigar Merchant. Dec 22 at 3 at Manor 
house Hotel, —— Priors. Overell, Leamington 

Lang Edward, W: igmore st, — 8q; Gunmaker. Jan 5 at 4 at office of Yorke and 
Wharton, Conduit st, Bond st 

Langham, Maurice, Oxford, out of employment. Dec 23 at 3 at Corn Market st, Oxford, 


Mallam, Oxford 
ee San Mark, Birmingham, Baker. Dec 19 at 3 at office of Jacques, Temple row, Bir. 


Lattin: William Henry, Sheffield, Brewers’ agent. Dec 21 at 11 at Law Society’s Rooms, . 
Hoole’s chbrs, Bank st, Sh effield Rogers and Co 

Lee, Charles, Over, otherwise Winsford, Chester, Draper. Dec 22 at 12 at York st, 
Manchester. Cooke 

Leese, Albert Augustus, Mayfield, nr Ashbourne, Derby, Miller, Dec 18 at 12 at 
Clarendon Hotel, Station * Derby. Wilson, Burton on Trent 

Lewis, James, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Chemist. Dec 21 at 12 at office of Morgan ( 
and Co, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Lund, William Henry, Queen st, Cheapside, Dealer in Wines. Dec 16 at 3 at Masons’ ( 
Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Coleman st. Sydney, Queen st, Cheapside 

Marshall, Arthur, Hudders‘eld, York. Woollen Manufacturer, ‘Dec 20 at 11 at office - 


of Craven and Sunderland, New st, Huddersfield ( 

Mathews, Richard, Richmond, York, Ale anit Porter Merchant. Dec 21 at 11 at officas C 
of Robinson, Chancery lane, Darlington 

Mayne, William, Aylesbury, Buckingham, General Dealer. Dec 20 at 11.15 at the D 
Crown Hotel, Aylesbury. Parker and Wilkins, High Wycombe 

oe John, Oldham, Lancaster, Builder. Dec 22 at 11 at offices of Clark, Church lang, D 

Mussel, “Walter James, Blackman st, Southwark, Licensed Victualler. Dec 18 at 12 D 
at offices of Lewis, Mincing lane 

Nicholls, David Arthur, and Peter Nicholls, Worcester, Boot Manufacturers. Dec 22 at D 
11 at offices of Allen and Beauchamp, Sansome place, Worcester 

Nobbs, James, Norwich, Shoe Dealer. Dec 20 at 2 at offices of Kent, St Andrew’s Hall Dr 
Plain, Norwich 

Owens, — Liverpool, Provision Dealer. Dec 22 at 3 at offices of Madden, Lord st, Ds 
Liverpool 

Palmer, Henry William Hamblin, Herne Hill rd, Camberwell, Auctioneer’s Clerk. Dee a 
21 at 3 at offices of Vanderpump, Gray’s inn sq 1 

Phillipson, John, Louth, Lincoln, Ironmonger. Dec 20 at 12.30 at offices of Wood, New. El 


Dec 28 at 3 at offices of 


Phipps ont yet M Ashby, North Innk 

ip ohn James, Mears Ashby, Northampton, Innkeeper. 

Parker, Church st, Wellingborowirh F 

Pierpoint, Ben, niemin Lowe, Warrington, Lancaster, Seedsman. Dec 22 at 3 at offices of 
Ashton and Woods, Horsemarket st, Warrington 

Preston, Robert, Over Darwen, Lancaster, Grocer. Dec 21 at 3 at the Angel In1, 
Market st, Over Darwen 

Rangeley, Edward, Longsight, nr Manchester, Builder. 21 at 3 at King’s Arnis 
Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester. Gardner, Mancheste 4 

Redfern, amuel, Newbold, nr Chesterfield, Derby, Solicitor. Dec 19 at 3 at Committes 
Room, Market Hall, Chesterfield. Cuits, Chesterfield 

Richardson, Edwin Daniel, Leeds, Traveller. Dec 21 at 11 at offices of Blacklock, 
Albion st, Leeds 

Rivett, John Richard, Pig st, Barnsbury, Boot Factor, Dec 18 at 2 at offices 
of Baron, Mitre court, Tem 

Rogers, William James, Wells, Somerset. Fipial Keeper, Dec 21 at 12.30 at the Grand 
Hotel, Broad st, Bristol. Hobbs, jun., 

Rollett, Richard ‘Carr Thorne, York, Millwright. Dec 23 at 12 at the Reindeor Hotel, 
Doncaster. New , Doncaster 

age Henry, Allen ra; South Hornsey, Baker, Dec 21 at 11 at offices of Dobson, 

inories 

Sheppard, Andrew, Winterslow, nr Salisbury, Shoemaker. Dec 21 at 3 at the Round of 
Beef Inn, Milford st, Salisbury. Cooper and Co, Lincoln’s inn flelds 

Shimeld, James, Leicester, Boot amy po Ta a Dec 21 at 12 at offices of Fowler and 
Co. , Grey Friars chbrs, Friar lane, Leiceste 

Sibley, Thomas, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Builder. Doe 13 at 3 at offices OF Tindell and 
Dashwood, Market st, Ryde 

Smith, Elizabeth, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Dec 29 at 3 at offices of Sumner, 
Marsden st, Manchester 

Smith, Jarvis, Nottingham, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 30 at 3.30 at offices of Bird, 
Middle avement, Nottingham 

Smith, Thomas, Nottingham st, Bethnal Green, peqmmneer. Dec 27 at 3 at 3, 
Argyle st, Regent st. Curtis, Old Jewry chambe 

Swallow, Benjamin, Horncastle, Lincoln, Soriasr. Dec 20 at 12 at Red Lion Hotel, 

Dec 21 at 2.30 at offices of 


Horncastle. Tweed, Horncastle 
Taylor, Thomas, Heywood, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. 
Weston and Co, Norfolk st, Manchester 
Tom Richard Thomas, Oxford, Jeweller, Dec 29 at 11.30 at 54, Corn Market st, 
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Mallam, Oxford 
Thomas, Samuel, Crabbs Cross, nr Redditch, Warwick, Needle Manufacturer. Dec # 
Thomgson, George Frank, Idol lane, Eastcheap, Wine Merchant. Dec 23 at 1 at offices 
of Finch, Borough High at , 
Stafford, Boot Dealer. Dec 22 at 2at North Stafford Hotdl, 
Stoke upon Trent, Llewellyn and Ackrill, Tunstall 
Waterhouse, George Thomas, Old Kent rd, Furnishing I[ronmonger. 
Watts, Samuel, Cardiff, Bootmaker. Dec 22 at 2 at offic of Phillips, Small st, Bristol, 
Sibly and Dickinson, Bristol 
28 at 3 at Mullen’s Hotel, Ironmonger lane, Cheapside. Downing, Basinghall st . 
women, Isabella, Harrington, ‘umberland, wap 27 at 11 at office of Lumb and 
win ma Th lliam, Newington, Hemp Spinner. 
Parliament at, Kingat pon Hul 
Chemist. Dec 23 at 12 at County Court Office, Com 


at 3 at Gt Western Hotel, Colmore row, Birmingham. Southall, Birmingham 
Tyler, William, Tunstall, 

Dec 28 at Sab 
offices of Elmslie and Co, Leadenhall st ‘ 
Wheeler, William Gresham Magnay, Nunhead cres, Peckham Rye, Ironmonger. Dee 

neon st, Whitehaven 
Dec Tr at 3 at office of Woodhouse, 
Wilson, William Joseph 








Market st, Oxford ickerton, Oxford , 
a Robert, Adrington, Sussex, Builder, Doc 21.at 11 at office of Nyo, Duke 





Walter Bentley, South Norwood, Surrey, Photographer, Dee 20 at 12 a 

Mie ~ my Plunkett and Leader, 8t Paul’s ch yd E 

Wright, James, Darlington, ‘to Bath Proprietor, Dec 22 at 3 at office of witkes 

nd Wilkes, Northgate, Darlin 

Yewmea, Alexa George, St John’s rd, Hoxton, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 18 at 3 
Masons’ Hall Tavern, ons’ avenuo, Lucas, Gt James st, Bodford row Zi 


Atkinson, William, Hudderetield. Top Boa me" At offico 
L Westgate, Huddersfield . : 
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Baldry, Alfred, , Sane Bootmaker. Dec 28 at 3 at office of Durant; Guildhall chbrs, | Moon, John, Pebertsbeidge, — Farmer. Dec 22 at 12 at offices of Cripps, Mount 
ved Basinghall st Pleasant rd, Tunbridge W 
ati Barber, _——, Norwich, Coach Builder. Dec 18 at 12 at office of Stanley, Bank plain, Moss, James, Park st, path vert bridge, Gold Printer. Dec 21 at 3 at offices of Chidley, 
“Bt, Norwich t Winc’ rT st 
Benjamin, Simon, Plumbers row, Whitechapel, Gasfitter. Jan 2 at 2 at 4, Bishopsgate | Nevitt, Thomas Page, Wharfdale rd; King’s Cross, Wheelwright. Jan 1 at 10,30 at 
as, Withont. Bri ighten ice of Lats Chancery lane 
ai Bieh, William, York, Provision Dealer. Dec 22 at 3 at office of Crumbie, Stonegate, Nop ee Leicester, Innkeeper. Dec 22 at 12 at office of Harvey, Selborne bidgs, 
akwntt, Richard George, Cheltenham, Sculptor. Dec 27 at 10 at office of Clark, af a John, Stanhope st, Coal Merchant. Dec 20 at 2 at office of Durbridge, 
ard Regent st, Cheltenham bldgs, Chancery lane 
it Blaylock, illiam, Carlisle, Watch Maker. Dec 28 at 11 at office of Murray, Scotch st, OTe  iwolies, ir ndeiniolen, Carnarvon, Grocer. Dec 29 at 2 at Queens Hotel, 
JT Carlis Cheste: Rees, Carnarvon 
oak Henry George, Broadstairs, Coal Merchant. Dec 28 at 3 at 1, York st, Rams- Parkinson, John, Blackpool, Lancaster. Coal Dealer. Dec 23 at 3 at office of May and 
¢ 21 gate. Edwards, Rams Parry, Clifton ‘st, Blackpool 
Brearley, Henry, Leeds, Grocer. Dec 28 at 2 at office of Shaw, Commercial st. Leeds Pittam, uenty William, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Sones Draper. Dec 20 at 2 at 145, 
anor Briskham, Stephen, Stockton on Tees, Contractor. Dec 20 at 3 at office of Thomas, Chea; Léaroyd and Co, Albion chbrs, Moorgate 
Market Cross chbrs, Stockton on Tees Reed, Willi am, West Hartlepool. Durham, Tailor. x 22 at 3 at office of Wilson, 
and Buck, George, Herne hill; Surrey, Builders’ Managing Foreman. Dec 29 at 2 at office Central Hall bldgs, Church st, West Hartlepool 
of Webb, Barbican chmbrs, Barbican Roberts, John C'cokman, Bury St — Suffolk, aay Tuner, Jan 4atl2at 
ord, Burnett, John, West Melton, nr Rotheriam, York, Grocer. Dec 23 at 10 at office of office cf Lucas and Co, Gt Marlborough st. Sa’ Bury St Edmunds 
Gray, Eastgate, Barnsley Robinson, John Nichol, Bradford, York, Yeast Dealer. Dec 20 at 11 at office of Single- 
Bit- Burnett, Joseph, Mavis Enderby, Lincoln, Wheelwright. Dec 22 at 3 at office of ton, Booth st, Bradford 
Thimbleby, Spilsby Robson, Albert’ ig Gt Driffield, York, Gentlemens Mercer. Dec 23 at2 at office 
oms, Bush, Clement, St Goo e, Gloucester, out of business. Dec 11 at 10 at office of Han- Queers Hotel, s. Dunn, Driffield 
cock, Quay st, Bristo Rosenthal, Paul, Nottingham, Tailar. Dec 27 at 3 at office of Barlow, St Peters’ Church 
k st, Butler, pent Bristol, Wholesale Grocer. Dec 22 at 2 at office of Dickinson, Exchange walk, Notting’ amt 
West, B Simpson, Edmund, Mansfield, Nottingham, Engineer, Dec 23 at 3 at office of Barlow, 
12 at Capper, John, Waterloo, Lancaster, African Merchant. Dec 27 at 12 at office of Har- St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 
mood and Co, North Johnst, Liverpool. Harvey and Co, Liverpool Scott, Joseph, Headingley, near Leeds, Tailor. Dec 26 at 2 at offices of Hardwick, 
rgan Carter, Henry Denty, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Tailor. Dec 28 at 12 at Manor East parade, Leeds 
F Hcuse Hotel, Leamington Priors. Sanderson, Warwick Skpuldiog. Francis, Aldringham, near Saxmundham, Suffolk, Miller. Dec 29 at 2 at 
sons Cattell, Richard peang -Stsenaranieves Saddler. Dec 23 at 11 at office of Jeffery, the White Hart Inn, Saxmundham, Pollard, Ipswich 
College st, Northampt Smith, Thomas, Brownhills, Stafford, Grocer. Dec 22 at 12 at offices of Baker, Bridge 
office- Clark, Arthur Richard, Brewer st, Golden sq, Packing Case Maker. Dec 22 at 3 at office st, Walsall 
of Betts, Coleman st Smith, Wilham, Hastings, Sussex, Builder. Jan 2 at 3 at the Provincial Hotel, Hast- 
officss Constantine, Samuel, Southport, Lancaster, Tailor, Dec 28 at 3 at offices of Gibson and ings. Hare, Pinner’s ct, Old Broad st 
Bolland, Scuth John st, Liverpool. Oakes, Southport Sparks, Frederick, Maryport, Cumberland, Grocer. Dec 28 at 11 at offices of Nichol- 
it the Davies, Henry. Robert, and William Thomas Brailey, Lronmonger lane, Merchants. Dec son, Bell’s place, Senhonse st, Mar. 
29 at 12 at office of Shearman, Gresham st Surrage, John Densham, Chipstable- bom merset, Yeoman, Dec 21 at 3.30 at offices of 
lang, Davis, Francis, Birmingham, Dyer. Dec 20 at 3 at office of Parry, Colmore row, Bir- Reed and Cook, Paul st, Taunton 
mingham Tait, John, New Horndean, Berwick, Scotland, Farmer. Dec 2f at 2 at offices of Duan- 
at 12 Dawson, John Edward, Heworth, York, Cab Proprietor. Dec 22 at 3 at office of Wad- lop, Quay walls, Berwick-upon-Tweed 
dington, Stonegate, York ; Thompson, Joseph Henry, Dewsbury, York, Stone Merchant. Dec 28 at 11 at King’s 
¢ 22 ab Dellino, Enrico, Wilton rd, Pimlico, out of business, Dec 22 at 2 at the Jamaica Coffee Arms Hotel, Dewsbury. Stapleton 
: House, i3t Michael’s alley, Cornhill, Foster Todd, William, Leeds, Woollen ie - Dec 22 at llat Law Institute, Albion 
s Hall Drake, Joshua, Golcar, nr Huddersfield, York, Woollen Cloth Manufactiirer. Dec 27 at place, Leeds. Scatcherd and Hopkins, Leeds 
Sat office of Ramsden and Co, Westgate, Huddersfield Toon, William, Bagworth, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. Dec 30 at 12 at offiees of 
ord st, Dyer, Henry George, Packington st, Essex rd, Butcher. Dec 21 at 4at office of Parkes, Hincks, Bowling Green st, Leicester 
an Victoria st ‘ Torr, James York, Kingston-upon-Hnll, Painter. Dec 22 at 3 at Law Society, Lincoln's 
Dee , Henry, repay pers Brick Manufacturer Dec 22 at 3 at office of Davis and inn bidgs. Bowlalley lane, Kingston-upon- Hull. Laverack, Hull 
Bennett, Po dst, Southampton. Candy, Southampton Turner, Walter William, Bristol, out of business, Dec 20 at 2 at office of Tonkin, 
i, New. Elkington, Warrington Herbert, Stamford st, Blackfriars, of no occupation. Dec 28 at Altion chbrs, Bristol 
3at Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Canwarden, Old Jewry Tyler, Herbert Charles Smith, Nottingham, out of business. Dec 29 at 3 at office of 
fices of m, John, Bristol, "Piumber. Dec 22 at 2at office of Ward, Albion chmbrs, Lees, Severn chbrs, Nottingham 
ao ; Waller, Frederick, Middlesborough, Painter. Dec 23 at 12 at Bull and Mouth Hotel, 
ffices of Faller, ee Tredegor, Monmouth, Jeweller. Dec 22 at 12 at office of Phillips, High Briggate, Leeds. Lewis, Middlesborongh 
; % * Mary Groves, Newcastle under Lyme, Milliner. Dec 27 at 4at Inns of Court 
el Int, fantwerth, bert, Nottingham, Porter. Dec 27 at 3.30 at office of Clayton, Middle Bate High Holborn. Turner, Newcastle ander Lyme 
; pavement, Nottingham Whitaker, Jonathan, Joseph Whitaker, and Frederick. Whitaker, Ox near 
s Arms Forsyth, William Geor; - eg al en Hants, Draper. Dec 22 at 12 at 145 Keighley, York, Manufacturers. Dec 22 at 11 at 1, Scott st, Keighley. Atkinson, 
adil Pca ide. Blake and Reed, P Bradford 
nmittee well, David, Stourbridge, ieahouss Keeper. Dec 21 at 11 offices of Wyndham, | White, Henry Martin, Aston, near Birmingham, Beer Retailer. Dec 20at 3 at office of 
4 “ti Stourbridge Crampton, Bull st chmbrs, Bull st, Birmingham. Gem, Harborne, near - 
wcklocity Gil, Edwin, Reading, Berks, Furniture Dealer. Dec 23 at 11 at offices of Lockyer, Gres- ham 
ham bldgs, Basinghall st Wilson, Charles, Darlington, Durham, out of business. Dec 23 at 2.30 at offices of 
b offices Green, Samuel Ferrall, Lee, Kent, Clerk. Jan 4 at 12 at offices of Abrahams and Co, Wilkes and Wilkes, Northgate, Darlington 
ld Jew Wreatham, William, Lakenheath, Suffolk, Blacksmith. Dec 23 at 12 at office of Sal- 
» Grand Greenwood, Paul Alexander, Curtain rd, Timber Merchant. Dee 22 at 12 at Guildhall mon, Guildhall st, Bary St Edmunds 
s Tavern, Gresham st. Lloyd, Wormwood st — ——_— = 
yr Hotel, an, Henry Christian Warner, Exeter, Fancy Deiiler. Dec 23 at 10 at offices of 
Dotti F nijobs, Golcon Hartoereéeaa, ~— : . 7 eR EE LS The Subscription to the Sonrcrrsa3’ Journat is—Towa, 263. ; ; Oeiales. 
, ohn, rsfiel or! erge Man ; 
Armitage and Co, John William st, Haddersfeld. Laycock and Co, Huddersfield 288. ; with the Wrexuy Rerorrsr, 523. Payment in advance includes 
Round of Manion, 1 homes Olena. Gearge, 8 Suffolk st, Pall Mail. Dec 20 at 2 at offices of Beyfus Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumes 
4 yfus, Lincoln’s inn field oa 
wler anid Eom the ag ge near Llanelly, Carmarthen, Grocer. Jan 9 at 11 at offices bound at the office cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 
owe tepney st, Lianelly “ seal 
dell and ik, Edward Whorlton, Middlesborough, York, Beor Retailer. Dec 2 at 11 at | Ail letters intended for publication in the Solicitors’ Journal” must be 
offices of Wilkes and Wilkes, Zetland rd, Middlesborough. Vachell, Middlesborough authenticated by the name of the writer. 
Sumner, Heath, William, Middlewich, Chester, Baker. Dec 30 a% 10.15 at offices of Ashmall, 
. ion st, Hanley Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
of Birdy Tid Ue, bibs, Ashbocia, Derby, Licensed Victualler. Dec 21 at 3 at offices of Mole and | ¢ the Cuuntry, it is requested that application be made direct to the 
ull st, 4 
3 at 3, , William Henry, Bath, Boot and Shoo Warehouseman. Dec 22 at 11 at offices Publisher. 
of Titley, Orange grove, Bath = : ————— See 
on Hotel, =, William, fod John Holloway, Woodville, Derby, Builders, Dec 22 at 11 at 
of Midland Hotel, Burton on Trent, East and Smith, Birmingh ham co ONTENTS. 
offices John, Coldharbour lane, Brixton, Accountant, ’ Dec 22 at 1% at offices of Ody, didi 
rd CURRENT TOPICS ..00.ccessere ssecere 95) Harris v, Jenkins .........0cesse00e 104 
farket sty , Alfred, Norwood, Surrey, Carpenter. Dec 20 at 2 at offices of Clift, Cheapside | Tux Drsttxcrion BETWEKEN REFER- Jackson v, S nih da 94 shah hemes aa 
» Duncan, Southwark ee Tigensed ‘Victualler, Dec 30 at 2 at 128, Southwark ENCES UNDER Sections 56 anp 57 Re Rowe's Trade-Mark ........ ... 104 
r. Deo ews Southwark Brid eo OF THE JUDICATURE ACT.........0e5 97] Phillips vy, The Great W 
m Jenison, John enry, Grims ncoln, Fish Merchant, Dee 23 at ae Mr. Hollings--} Tae Jeprome Sraistics ....... owea Te tric Light and Power Company .. 104 
at offices oe Masons’ Arms Hotel, Bilver Great Grimsby. Nettleto Recent Drorsi0oxs ...... eesesseeess 1] Bennett y. Gas 
Hotdl, nan Dudley, Worcester, Grocer, Dec 30 at 2 at offices of Forres, Church | Ravrews. ceccccsccccdccssccccs cone ae and Coke Company and others .. 104 
ord CORRESPONDENCE ......ceceseceee eee 101 bale v. The Midland Railway 
my +> mon, tie somes, inwick, Northumberland, Builder, Dec 26 at 11 at offices of Hind- | Osses or trax Waex— COMPARY ....,0reey + eeee veeee 108 
23 at 9 mart, 'Bon ages ithous, Alnwick Tn re Tho New Callao ...........e6. 101] In the Goods of Daniell ..... 2 see. 108 
stole an, ben me Denbigh, _—" Dealer, Dec 23 at 11 at offices of Hampden McHenry v, Lewis .........ceessce08 1OL | Sonrertors’ CASES .....0000-seeees05 105 
t, Bri es, ah Temple row, Wrex Ex parte Isherwood . . 101 | LeGan Arrornrwawts ...... ........ 1 
Joshua, Liverpool, Brower. ‘Doe 28 at $ at offices of Neale, Dale st, Liverpool Sutton vy. Sutton .... 102 | Tax Loxpow Sretrxés axp tae Rorat 
igor Dee rae William, Gutter lane, Clothing Manufacturer, Jan 4 at 3 at offices of Cannon, Beresford v, Batthyany . a See eee ee roe 
all st oa Exchange, Coleman st In re Chapman Fes 108 | Law Steperts’ JouaNat wascceséccés BOB 
Luca fond, Thomas, St Issey, Cornwall, Innkeeper. Jan 21 at 3.30 at offices of Collins, | Orr Ewing v, Orr Ewing .... WS | COMPANTRS ac... ci ccdedecceieeciee. NOB 
umb In re The Army and Navy Provision Creprrors CLATHS 2.0 cc4 655 sone 208 
oo dhouses me, George, Plymouth, Devon, Licensed Victualler, Deo 27 at 3 at offices of Market 0 Cover Parnes ag Wb ne 
; In re Carriage Co-operative 8 WRGAL NEWS) ...5.. . sanseasiesee 107 
fice, Oot: ae FVillouhait, Stafford, Grocer, Dec 26 at 11 at offices of Clark, Asscoiation ...... 6.55. seseesccs, 10k] Lonpow woecamame BO, BO. once .00. 1 
, Duke sd p Rotherhen, | Forks Blacksmith, Dec 22 at 3 at offices of Parker | * ‘i. “ R calie aes ua 
‘e ‘ate Bt, am : OTICES TO CORRESPONDENTS. — communications intended jor pobbbiation 
20 at 12 “i Commercial Traveller, Dec #8 nt 12 at offices of Morgan and | 4, 246 Soricrrons’ JoURNAt must by authenticated by the name & address of 
of Witket : Stnith, | tAetorizer. 
: : uk > sagen tamales y kapha shscapmegss : sae Riitor does not hold himself responsible for the return of reected commun i- 
0 18 ab oa Derby, Drape, Doc 20 ab 3 Mt OMCs of Briggs, Amen Alley, 
A - ve pe “or ‘ sete ng Bac name that early application should be made by persons 
4 , id, Malai ni, Takehing batted Fa php, Babaway, Ladi “ Pe uleoer ae the Sorerresa’ Jovanan, at only @ small 
i ant 0% aa arn Han Hall Tavern, l ty pave: a sa copies remain on hand, 
























































































aes eoronenaemcsioerseaeinneehetiiinhenetshsnieeieti hin artinerensnctrmecpe 





Ito 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Dec. 16, 1882, : 











SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 


with the excess of fat extracted. Rite 
The Faculty pronounce it “the most nutritious, per- 


Supper, and inyaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 
Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, kee 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &c., and rn REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 
Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
oa Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoattna a La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 


cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when | 999, 903, and 204, Tottenham Court-rosd, London, W. 


richer chocolate is prohibited. 


In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists | on reasonable terms 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


200, 208, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or | _ ;stimates. ard Mosigms nim Free for entirely Pur- | mo Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of th 
—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 


better in all climates, and is four times | po cions, &c. Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 
Bedding, from £7 10s. per set. 


ESTABLISHED 1825, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 


bers, Offices, &c. 





Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 


THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS. 
HEWETSON, THEXTOW, & PEART, 


N.B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 





and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 


H. SCHWEITZER & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 





VOREIGN ADVERTISING.—Advertise- 
ments inserted in any Continental or Colonial Papers 
and translated in any foreign language without extra 


High-class School at 24 guineas perannumeach. Every- 
thing good and thorough—education, diet, caro, &c.— 
Address, Rev. Warprn, care of Mr. Berry, 29, Pater- 
noster-square, E.C. 


NEXPENSIVE EDUCATION for Sons of 


Gentlemen.—Two or more Brothers received in a 





charge. Names of Papers and Estimates by return.— 
RUDOLF MOSSE, Advertising Offices, 135, Cheapside, 
London. Established 15 years. 





O TRUSTEES and Others seeking Sound 

Investments.—_FOR SALE, within two hours 

of London, an ESTATE comprising some of the richest 

tracts of land in the United Kingdom, producing £5,200 

rannum clear. Rents all paid to the day, and for the 

ast 40 years not one farthing has been in arrear. 

This Estate is unencumbered by mansion or ornamental 
grounds, and where no outlay is required for repair. 

For particulars apply to Messrs. Bett, W1rii1aMs, Son, 

& Wireman, Land Agents, 40, North John-street, Liver- 


pool, 


{ UILDING SITE, close to the New Law 

Courts, and facing the Embankment.—To be LET, 
a smrrall Site of about 1,700 feet, with good frontage, 
suitable for Office Property. Rent moderate.—Particu- 
On of T. J. H., Messrs. Deacon’s, 154, Leadenhall-street, 


FFICES—3, WHITEHALL GARDENS, 
8.W.—Mr. Puirmsott is desirous of Letting either 

the Ground Floor or the First Floor of this House, on 
Lease for 7, 14, 21, or more years. These Floors were 
occupied, before the mansion was used as a residence, the 
one of them by a firm of Parliamentary Engineers, and 
the other by a firm of Solicitors. They are suitable also 
for a Public Company, being close to the House of Com- 
mons, well-lighted and spacious.—The Housekeeper will 
show the rooms on presentation of card between 12 at 
noon and 4 p.m. 











The Life Interest of a Gentleman, aged 40, in the sum of 
£4,431 3s. 4d. Consols. 

ESSRS. BEAN, BURNETT, & ELD- 
RIDGE will SELL the above by AUCTION, at 

the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, London, E.C., on TUES- 
DAY, DECEMBER 19, at TWELVE for ONE o’clock 
precisely. 
Particulars of Messrs. Wynne, Baxter, & Rance, Solici- 
tors, 9, Laurence Pountney-hill, E.C.; or of the Auc- 
tioncers, 14, Nicholas-lane, Cannon- street, E.C. 





Sales for the Year 1883, 


N ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 

FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 
Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of Eng- 
land, in the City of London, as follows :— 


Tuesday, Jan. 9 Tuesday, May 1 Tuesday, July 24 
Tuesday, Jan. 23 | Tuesday, May 8 Tuesday, July 31 
Tnesday, Feb.6 { Tuesday, May 22 | Tuesday, Aug. 7 
Tuesday, Feb. 20 | Tuesday, May 29 | Tuesday, Aug. 14 





Tuesday, Feb.27 | Tuesday, June5 | Tuesday, Aug. 21 
Tuesday, Mar,6 | Tuesday, June 12 | Tuesday, Aug. 28 
Tuesday, Mar. 13 ; Tuesday, June 19 | Tuesday, Oct. 2 
Tuesday, Mar. 20 | Tuesday, June 26 | Tuesday, Oct. 16 
Tuesday, April3 | Tuesday, July3 | Tuesday, Nov. 6 
Tuesday, April 10 | Tuesday, July 10 | ‘Tuesday, Nov. 20 
Tuesday, April 17 | Tuesday, July 17 | Tuesday, Dec. 11 
Tuesday, April 24 | 
Auctions can also be held on other days besides those 
above specified. Due notice in any case should be given, 
in order to insure proper publicity ; the period between 
= —— —_ es a, of course, considerably 
epend upon the ure of the property intended to 
sold.—80, Cheapside, London, ee ¥ 


AME TON & SONS make NO CHARGE 
‘or inserting particulars in their FREE MONTHLY 
REGISTER of — ESTATES, TOWN and COUNTRY 
HOUSES, Furnished or Unfurnished, or for Sale, to be 
hed GRATIS at their Offices, or post-free for two stamps. 
Published on the Ist of the month, and particulars for 
insertion should be sent not later than five days previcns 
to end of preceding month. 

Valuations for Probate and Transfer. Surveys, 











ing all the usual information. 
Prices: Ruled with faint lines, with or without cash 


EVISON & BRIDGE, Law Stationers, Printers, and Pub- 


Now ready. 
HE LEGAL and GENERAL DIARY 
and COUNTY COURTS GUIDE for 1883 ; contain. 


columns, demy 8vo, superior thick paper. 
No. 
Page a day.. oo oe ee oe ee 
Ditto (Diary and Calendar only) .. *e 
Half a page a day.. ee es ay o 
Ditto (Diary and Calendar only) .. oe 
Week at an opening ee ee ee ee 
Ditto (Diary and Calendar only) ee oe 


Printed and published by 


POP oro 
HDD RRaBR 
CcQaacooa 


lishers of Law Forms, at 22, Chancery-lane, W.C. 





Just out, 8vo, cloth, 7s, 6d. 

HE CONVEYANOING AOTS, 1881 and 

1882; with a Commentary. Also the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, and Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. 
With Summaries by H. J, HOOD and H. W. CHALLIS, 
Esqrs., Barristers-at-Law. ‘To which is prefixed a Treatise 
on the Law of Real Property in Relation to Conveyancing. 
By H. W. CHALLIS, Esq. 

Rerves & Turner, 100, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 





Just published, price 10s. 6d., post-free for nett cash 


P.O.O.), 9s. 

‘THE STUDENT’S PRACTICE of the 

COURTS. By ALBERT GIBSON and ROBERT 
McLEAN, Solicitors. 
“This is a remarkably clear and well-written exposition 
of the proceedings in the various divisions of the High 
Court, the Court of Appeal, and House of Lords. . . °. 
The style is easy and attractive, even where the most 
thorny paths are trodden. . . . And we have not dis- 
covered any inaccuracies,’’—Solicitors’ Journal, Nov. 4, 


2. 





Now ready, price 9d. 4 
‘| HE LAW ALMANACK for 1883 contains 
New Stamp Duties and all Legal Changes to 


present time. 
Printed and Published by 
Tomas Scorr, Warwick-court, Holborn. 





Price 2s. 6d. 

EWTON’S PATENT LAW and PRAC- 
TICE.—Enlarged Edition. Defining Patentable 

and Non-patentable Invention and the nature of Speci- 
fications and Claims ; showing the mode of obtaining and 
opposing Grants, Disclaimers, Confirmations, and Exten- 
sions of Patents, and giving all information necessa 
to enable a Solicitor to advise his Clients. By A. V. 
NEWTON. 
“Tt is a most useful summary.’’—R. E. Webster, Esq.,Q.C. 
London: TRUBNER & CO., 57 and 59, Ludgate-hill, 


E.C. ; and of 
Newton & Son, the Office for Patents, 66, Chancery-lane, 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
pete ape 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 


ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 

to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
thirty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma 
notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued support.— 
N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the 
strictest care and promptitude assured. Official stamped 
forms for advertisement and file of ‘London Gazette” 
kept. By appointment. 


V ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
‘ FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
E.C., or will be sent by post in return for two stamps.— 
Particulars for insertion should be received not later than 





‘Wxst Enp Orrices: 8, PALL. MALL, LONDON, 8.7 


EDE AND SON, _ 
ROBE: pre 4 - MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


























Judicial Bench, Corporation of London ,&c, 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOAN}, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
94, CHANUERY LaNk. LONDON 


OMMERCIAL UNION ASSURANGE 
COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, MARINE, 
Capital fully subscribed ...0...c00.- eee £2,500,000 
Capital paid-up ...e00 ----2.0++ seescesees 250,000 

Life Funds in Special Trust for Life Folicy- 
holders exceed ..... 733,000 
Total Annual Premium Income exceeds .. _ 1,050,000 
Curgr Orricgs: 19 anp 20, CORNHILL, LONDON, E. 





+ see eeereeronce 





LAS UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU. 
RANCE COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery. 

lane, London, W.C. : 

The Funds in hand and Capital subscribed amount to up. 
wards of £1,600,000 sterling. 

Chairman—Jamzs Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 
Goldsmith -building, Temple. 

Deputy-Chairman—C. PemBErton, Esq. (Lee & Pember. 

tons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Every description of Fire and Life Insurance busines 

transacted. : 

Whole World and Unconditional Life Policies granted 

a slightly increased rate of Premium. 

Policies of Insurance granted against the contingeny 

of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 

Advances made on Mortgage of Life Interest and Reven 

sions, whether absolute or contingent. 

Prospectus, Copies of the Accounts as deposited with 

the Board of Trade, and every information sent on appli. 


cation to 
FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary, 


AW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
FLEET STREET, LONDON, 
EstaBLisHED 1823, 
Assets on 31st December, 1881 ... as woe = £5,423,56 
Income for the year 1881 ... ove ose 469,30 
Claims paid to 3lst December, 1881 __... 13,040,312 
Bonuses hitherto allotted ... to eee. «oe 6, 198,01 
Expenses of Management, including Commission, abot 
4} per cent. of Income. 
Rates of Premiums reduced. Free travelling Lim 
extended. 
Loans granted on security of Policies, Life Interests 
and Reversions, as well as on the other ordinary Secu 
ties. 
Commission allowed to Solicitors and others on Ass 
rances introduced through their agency. 
Policies effected this year will participate in the Bons 
on the 3lst December, 1884, ae 
Prospectus and Forms of Proposal sent on applicatio 
to the ACTUARY. 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANI. 
Established 1836, 
FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD, 
Heap Orricrs:—LONDON AND ABERDEEN. 
Fire Premiums ... ove ose +» £451,000 








Life Premiums ... eos ooo se 181,000 
Interest... ove oot ooo soe =—- 120,000 
Accuwulated Funds vi ne oe $2,708,00 





XON and BERKS BANK, OXFOB) 
VstaBuisHED 1854, 
Makes CASH ADVANCES to Barristers, Solici 
Clergymen, Medical Men, residing in any part of Ing 
and Wales. No banking account need be opened 
IRKBEO BAN K. 


B Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane. 
Current Accounts opened according to the usual p 
of other Bankers, and Interest allowed on the mini 
monthly balances when not drawn below £25. Noe 
mission charged for keeping Accounts, The Bank 
receives money on Deposit at Three per Cent. Inter 
repayable on demand. ‘The Bank undertakes for 
Customers, free of charge, the custody of Deeds, Writi 
and other Securities and Valuables ; the collection 
Bills of Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons ; 
purchase and sale of Stocks and Shares. 
Credit and Circular Notes issued, 4 
A Pamphlet, with full particulars, on application. 
FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manage 
81st March, 1880, 


ss ~~ 
OTEL METROPOLE, 
NORTHUMBERLAND AVENUE, 

; TRAFALGAR SQUARE, _ 

LONLON. 

The Hétel Métropole, which is now in course 
struction, will be one of the largest in Europe, and 
contain all that modern improvements can provide 
comfort and convenience of Guests. The generalat 

ments of the building, decorations, and furnis! 
under the immediate supervision of M. FRE. 
GORDON, who is the Chairman of the Company. 
The Offices of the Hétel Métropole are at 13 W: 


































ESTABLISHED 1851. 

































































































| 
le 






















Estate and Auctica Offices, 8, Pall Mall East, 8,W, 


four days previous to the end of the preceding month, 





| court, Gray’s-inn, W.O, 








